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Planning Introductory College Courses

Chapter 1, Seeking Influences on Course Planning

Most attempts to improve teaching and learning in colleges focus on the instructor’s role
as “classroom actor” rather than as “classroom planner.” Yet in constructing a course,
planning is an finportant faculty activity requiring expertise and effective decision
making. Since little s known about the assumptions on which faculty members base
course planning, few guidelines are available for instructional leaders as they try to
support excellence in teaching and learning.

This report summarizes influences on course planning among American faculty mem-
bers, based on a 1987-88 survey focusing on introductory college courses. The key
findings and a refined model of course planning should stimulate fruitful discussion on
campuses. By using products emerging from the study, including a group self-
assessment inventory modeled on the survey, faculty members and administrators
should gain an understanding of several aspects of course planning;

* Which influences on faculty course pianning are usually stable, based in faculty
disciplinary backgrounds, and probably not easily changed.

* Which influences on faculty course planning are contextual or situational, and
therefore subject to change.

* Which current services intended to support teaching and learning are useful to
faculty and which should be reexamined to find new and more helpful approaches.

* Which institutional missions need renewed emphasis if they are to be fully reflected
in courses,

* How faculty views of course planning might be broadened to include a greater range
of alternatives.

* How curriculum councils and teaching improvement strategies might bufld on,
rather than challenge, beliefs of diverse faculty groups.

Our key findings are that, when plarning; introductory courses, faculty members are
influenced most strongly by their discipine srizatations, scholarly and pedagogical
backgrounds, and beliefs about the purpose of educat..n. They are also influenced, but
less strongly, by contextual influences that depend on the local situation. Thus,
influences on vuurse planning vary substantially by teaching field but minimally by type
of college.

In reporting these findings, we first present the background and rationale for the
Investigation, including a tentative guiding model. Then we describe how we obtained
a nationally representative sample of faculty members from diverse colleges. In
subsequent chapters, we describe thie evolution of each section of the survey instrument,
from preliminary interviews to final results, and report the data collected from the survey,
Finally, we confirm and refine a model of course planning and show that it can readily
be applied to diverse academic fields and settings.

Building a Planning Model

When developing a conceptual framework for examining course planning in higher
education, we found that the only similar study was limited in scope and had Leen
conducted in Australia (Powell & Shanker, 1982). Thus, we had to draw on a wide range
of concepts to formulate a comprehensive survey instrument suitable for use in the
United States. In doing so, we attempted to blend several current Lines of thought about
students’ cognittve development with traditional views on college teaching. An extensive
literature review and a discussion of these ideas as background for the study are provided
in earlier reports in this serles (Stark & Lowther, 1986; Stark et al., 1988). Following the

14



Planning Introductory College Courses

literature review, we conducted lengthy interviews with 89 faculty members at eight
colleges to refine our survey questions (Stark et al., 1988).

Prompted by recent advances in cognitive psychology as well as by recommendations
drawn from national critiques of higher education, we used the interviews to explore
faculty views of how their course planning enhances curricular coherence, interrelated-
ness among disciplines, curricular integration, and student involvement. We used
classic works on the differences among disciplines first developed by Phenix (1964) and
later elaborated for higher educators by Dressel and Marcus (1982). Simultaneousiy, we
adapted for exploration at the college level several applicable theories more commonly
associated with pre-college teaching, including theories of course design and sequencing
(Posner & Rudnitsky, 1982), conceptions of curriculum (Eisner & Vallance, 1974), and
studies of teacher thought (Clark & Peterson, 1986). Finally, we linked our studies with
others simultaneously underway, such as Cross and Angelo's emerging work on
classroom research strategies (1988) and Donald’s studies of faculty goals for students’
cognitive development (1983). All of these sources contributed to the development of our
research design and survey instrument.

Two important definitions we developed are basic to our initial and continuing studies
of course planning:

1. Curriculum is an academic plan that is purposefully constructed to facilitate
student learning. Although academic plans may be constructed at several levels
(.e., lesson, course, program, college), we are concerned here with the course
olan, most typically developed by a single faculty member. Course plans are the
asic building blocks of the college curriculum.

2. Following from the definition of curriculum as a plan, we view college course
planning as the decision-making process in which instructors select content to
be taught, consider various factors affecting the teaching and learning process,
and choose from alternative strategies for engaging students with the content.
Planning also includes selecting methods to obtain feedback about student
learning so that the decision-making process may be improved in the future.

In exploring course planning based on these two definitions, we developed a preliminary
“Contextual Filters Model.” This tentative model (Figure 1) divides the relevant variables
and issues broadly into three groups: content, context, and form (Toombs, 1977-78). It
has been helpful for identifying factors that could be varied to improve course planning,
Although in Chapter 5 we will discuss revisions in the Contextual Filters Model based on
the survey results, we describe the original version here because it serves to guide
discussion of the survey instrument.

In this model, “content considerations” are the most important influences on course
planning. These considerations include the discipline taught, faculty background, and
related educational assumptions. Since we knew these influences were linked but we
were not sure how they were related temporally, we included them as a tripartite group
on the left of Figure 1,

“Context” factors represent aspects of the environinent that may modify or mitigate the
effect of educational assumptions included in the content considerations. Based on
interviews with faculty, we shaded the representations of these variabies (the contextual
modiflers or “fllters”) in Figure 1 to indicate their estimated relative importance. The
heavier the border and shading, the more consistently the influence was mentioned by

faculty members in varied disciplines and colleges as influencing their course planning
practice.
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Figure 1. Tentative contextual filters model of course design, 1987.

Note: The heavier the border and shading the more consistently the contextual influence was mentioned by faculty.

Finally, in representing course “form,” that is, the actual steps faculty take in planning
and the decisions they make, we learned that many variations exist in practice. Although
selecting and organizing content probably precede other planning activities for most
faculty, we did not know where instructors in various disciplines tend to start the
planning cycle. Thus, we arrayed various course decisions in an irregularcircle to portray
a non-linear process, hoping to discover the most typical sequences of activities later.

The tentative model postulated the existence of feedback, as shown in Figure 1 but
included no details about it. We knew, however, that faculty members use more informal
than formal methods of evaluating how their plan promotes student learning. Typically,
they do only informal research on how thelr teaching is going. We hypothesized that,
however feedback is obtained, it might more readily modify instructors’ perceptions of the
importance of contextual influences on course planning than it would modify their
content bellefs stemming from their subject areas and academic backgrounds. In
Chapter 2 we will return to the study rationale briefly as we describe the evolution of each
section of the survey and its results.

Key Study Questions

The following questions guided the study, including construction of the survey instru-
ment and the subsequent data analysts.

* What influences faculty as they plan courses?
* How strong are the various influences?

* Do course planning influences and processes differ by subject area and by type of
college?

In pursuing these broad questions we hoped to strengthen and confirm understandings
we had gained about course planning from the interviews and, as a result, to make the
tentative Contextual Filters Model more explicit. This report provides a basic summary
of the information collected in the survey and answers the three broad study questions.

It
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Testing the Model

This study built on interviews conducted in 1986-87 with 89 faculty members. The report
of these exploratory interviews is published as Reflections on Course Planning: Faculty
and Students Consider Influences and Goals (Stark et al., 1988}. Since results from the
exploratory study will be referred to frequently in this report, for brevity, we will refer to
this earlier background discussion as the Reflections study or simply Reflections. The
study described here, involving a survey to extend and confirm Reflections, will be callec
the PICC study (for planning introductory college courses). The name Course Planning
Exploration (CPE) refers to the survey instrument used in the PICC study: the evolution
and construction of the survey will be described in Chapters 2 through 4.

Sampling Plan and Rationale

The PICC study was designed to use a survey, the Course Planning Exploration, to
confirm and extend the information we had gathered in exploratory interviews about how
faculty members in different academic fields plan introductory courses (Reflections). We
wanted to obtain a nationally representattve sample of faculty members in different fields
and different college settings to describe accurately typical introductory course planning.

Although the Reflections study revealed the most important independent variable
affecting course planning to be academic field, there were no cross-institutional lists or
national directories of faculty teaching introductory courses in different fields from which
to draw our sample. Disciplinary association lists were also inappropriate for our
purposes because such association memberships underrepresent faculty teaching
introductory-level courses, particularly in community colleges. Due to the absence of
appropriate lists, we needed institutional cooperation to identify accurately, efficiently,
and consistently full-time and part-time faculty teaching the selected introductory
courses. The second most important course planning variable mentioned during the
interviews was student characteristics. Student characteristics often vary with college
type and mission, college location, and college selectivity.

These two considerations, the need to identify faculty within institutions who teach
selected introductory courses and the need to include wide variation in institutional
settings (to assure varied student characteristics), led us to choose the individual faculty
member as our unit of analysis but to select faculty members from within clusters of
randomly selected institutions.

The Carnegle classification was chosen as the clustering scheme because of its common
use and because its subdivisions are somewhat finer than the categories used by the
National Center for Education Statistics. Descriptions of the Carnegle classifications are
provided in Appendix A.

Cluster sampling admittedly increased the standard error of measurement and provided
less statistical power than a purely random sample of faculty members would have
provided. The increased standard error is most provlematic when generalizing to
Carnegie classifications such as doctoral universities, for which a small number of
institutions provided large numbers of faculty members teaching the introductory
courses. A systematic institutional bias in these settings, potentially related to faculty
differences in course planning, may go undetected. The sampling errors in this strategy
probably caused us to underestimate differences among types of ‘astitutions rather than
to overestimate them.

Advantages to cluster sampling, however, included (1) the ability to identify faculty by
current teaching assignment; (2) the possibility of returning to some settings with

17
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advance infor.aation for a projected study of program planning; (3) the potential of asking
some faculty members in specific settings to complete a second survey regarding
advanced courses, and (4) the possibility of developing useful information to share with
cooperating institutions.

Several relevant parameters could have been used to create additional stratifications
within the Carnegle clusters. We hoped to ensure an assortment of selective and non-
selective colleges, commuter and residential colleges, urban and non-urban colleges,
religiously orlented and non-religiously oriented colleges. We noted that the Carnegie
types, while partially based on research orientation, are also based on measures of
selectivity that may be correlated with control and religiosity. For example, in the
Carnegle scheme, the two types of liberal arts colleges are deliberately separated on
estimates of admissions selectivity rather than the combined estimates of research
conducted, degrees granted, and selectivity that are used to separate the categories of
doctoral universities. To an unknown extent, the vocational program rational€ used for
separating the two comprehensive college categories also may be correlated with
selectivity. Clearly there were too many potentially confounding variables to stratify on
all of them.

We decided not to stratify on additional variables because random selection within the
Carnegle types should ensure that these variations would occur much as they occur in
the population of colleges. We decided, instead, to obtain the best available measures
of several potentially important institutional variables and maintain them in our data
base as independent factors for potential statistical control of variations. Thus, for the
colleges sampled, we have identified measures of (1) student selectivity (five levels of
admissions competitiveness), (2) religiosity (religious connections, no religlous connec-
tions), (3) predominance of commuter students (residential, commuter), (4) location
(urban, nonurban), (5) control (public, independent), (6) state, (7) U.S. geographic region,
(8) accrediting region, (9) enroliment, and (10) state coordination (strong, weak). Details
of these dimenstons are provided in Appendix B.

Note that in addition to the nine institutional characteristics frequently used in college
studies, we included a tenth characteristic, state coordination, because of the possibility
that state policies might influence course planning in tmportant ways. Although the
reglonal dispersion of our Reflections interviews had been insufficiently broad to identify
any regional differences, in some states faculty members spoke of the influence of state
coordination plans and community college articulation agreements. Although random
selection should have equalized these factors as we selected institutions from the

Carnegle clusters, we entered in our data base a variable estimating the extent of state
coordination,

Although minority and women faculty members may be underrepresented in the general
faculty population, we made no provision to oversample for two reasons: () we had no
prior evidence that race or gender affects the way faculty plan courses; and (2) since we
chose faculty members teaching introductory level courses women and minority faculty
members are likely overrepresented in relation to the general faculty population.

Academic Ficld Stratification

Since academic fleld is such an important factor in course planning, we tried to include
faculty from several different disciplines in our sample. Our primary concern with
general education and our attempts to strike a balance between comprehensiveness and
parsimony led us to include nine fields typical of introductory lower division courses. To
examine introductory professional courses as well as those in general education, we
included business, education (represented by educational psychology, which is often one

)



Planning Introductory College Courses

of the first courses), and nursing. While ti.ese professional fields are common in several
types of colleges, they are not offered in all ax:d there is great variation in the level at which
an introductory course is offered. For example, in community colleges, the first course
in nursing is taught in the first term; in four-year nursing programs it may follow a year
or more of general education. Due to their in‘roductory nature and the fact that some
students may only be sampling the field, we wiii refer to these courses as preprofessional
courses. Since there are few commonly offered general introductory courses, we did not
include preprofessional courses representing a technological field such as engineering,
engineering technology, or computer science.

The list of the twelve types of courses we included in the study and the brief definitions
that guided cooperating institutions and survey respondents are given in Table 1. Some
of the preprofessional studies frequently are not offered at colleges of certain types.

We included two specific types of introductory courses (one general education and one
preprofessional) for additional special reasons. We were interested in probing faculty
responses in the Reflections interviews that indicated that educational theory and
instructional design knowledge are not influential in course planning. We wondered
whether faculty members with particular knowledge in these subjects would give them
greater credence than their colleagues. Thus, we included faculty members teaching in
introductory psychology (typically a freshman course) and educational psychology (often
a Junior level introduction to a professional education sequence) as potential points of
comparison. We will discuss these special comparisons at alaterdate in a supplementary
paper.

Sampling Procedures

At the time our sample was drawn, the new Carnegle classification of institutions had just
been published (The Chronicle of Higher Education, July 8, 1987). The Carnegle
Foundation would not release the tape or hard copies of the classification directly,
how ever, since some institutions were still seeking reviews of their new classifications.
Despite this, we assumed that errors would be fewer in using the new classification listing
than the 1976 version. Thus, we used the list from the Chronicle (supplemented by a
short error list published shortly thereatter).

From the Carnegle listing we excluded research universities (103 institutions) and
“professional schools and other specialized institutions” (643 institutions). Then we drew
ten percent samples of the institutions from each remaining Carnegic stratum. Two
exceptions to this procedure made the sample less than ideally random. To cooperate
with a companion study undertaken by another NCRIPTAL research program, we
replaced a few institutions that had been drawn the previous week in a ten percent
random sample for the companion study. We also replaced by a new draw two
institutions that had participated in our pilot interviews.

The resulting distribution of institutions in our sample by Carnegle classification is
shown in Table 2. Subsequently, we discovered that nine institutions had been
inappropriately included for reasons we had not foreseen. They included upper division
colleges, non-autonomous branches of a major campus (where officials indicated no
course planning is done), specialized schools, and so on. This reduced the actual number
of institutions appropriately drawn for the study to 258.

Table 3 shows the distribution of other institutional characteristics we included in our
data base for the potentially participating institutions in each Carnegie class.

13
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TABLE 1

Introductory Courses Included In Survey

1.

10.

11.

12,

Freshman composition. These writing courses are taken by beginning students witk:
average preparation. They may be required or strongly suggested for all or some of the
students.

Introductory literature. These courses may cover any genre of literature, but they

stiould represent undergraduate students' first encounter with literature taught at the
college level.

History. These may be courses in cither American history or “Westem Civilization.”
They should represent the first college level history courses students might take.

Soclology. These should be introductory sociulogy courses tygically taken by lower
division students as first social science electives or to meet distribution requirements.

Psychology. These should be introductory psychology courses typically taken by lower
division students as first electives or to meet distribution requirements. It is not impor-
tant whether psychology is classified as a natural science or a social/behavioral science.

Educational psychology. This should be the first educational paychology course taken
by students who plan 10 enter educational careers. Depending upon the institutional plan,
this course may be taken cither before or after formal admission to a program in education.

Biology. These should be the first biology courses that lower division students take in
college. They may be taken by prospective majors, by general studics students, or by both
groups.

Mathematlcs. The courses should be introductory mathematics courses taught at or above
the level of college algebra.

Introductory fine arts. These non-performance courses should be those elected by
lower division students as first college courses in any of the ants. They should be designed
to achieve cultural or historical understanding rather thaa skill development.

Romance language. Thesc will be beginning courses in French, Spanish, or Italian that
are taken by students without prior background or whose test scores indicated they should
repeat an introductory course.

Introduction to nursing. This will be the first course typically offered to students

entering the nursing program. Genenally, it will include a profession orientation and brosd
view of the field.

Introduction to business. This will be the first course offered to students planning to
study some area of business or business administration. Although not all business pro-

grams offer such survey courses, those that do frequently plan the course to provide a broad

view of the field.

r -
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TABLE 2

Distribution of Institutions In the Sample

1887 CARNEGIE TYPE* STUDY POPULATION STUDY SAMPLE PARTICIPATING*
Percent Percent of Percent
Number Percent Number of study Number eligible of

of of of populaton ol colleges total
CARNEGIE TYPE collegee colleges colleges {basew2643) colleges® {basew267/258) {baser47)
Research univ 1 & Il 103 3.1 0 -_— — —_ -— —
Doctoral univ | 51 15 51 19 6 (5) 2.2 (1.9) 1 1.0 20.0
Doctoral univ |l 59 1.7 59 2.2 6 (5) 2.2 (1.9) 4 4.1 80.0
Comprehensive | 427 12.6 427 16.2 43 (44) 16.1 (17.1) 18 18.6 40.9
Comprehensive |l 74 5.1 174 6.6 17 (19) 6.4 (7.4) 1" 1.3 579
Liberal arts | 125 a7 125 4.7 13 (15) 49 (5.8) 5 51 33.3
Liberal arts Il 439 129 439 16.6 44 (40) 16.5 (16.5) 20 20.6 50.0
2-yoar colleges 1368 404 1368 51.8 137 (130) 51.3 (50.4) 38 39.1 20.2
Specialized 643 19.0 0 - — — - —_ —
Total 3389 100.0 2643 100.0 267 (258) 99.6 (100.0) 97 998 376

‘Source: 1987 Camegie Classification printed in The Chronicle of Higher Eaucation, July 8, 1987.

*Adjusiment of numbers of colleges in study sample from 267 to 258 results from later corrections o Carnegie classifications or determinations of inappropriateness 1o the study (e.g.,
upper division only; specialized; etc.).

*Eight institutions of the sample of 258 that originally agreed to participate and received surveys but then did not distribute them to faculty members are not included with participants.

‘Aﬂorxoou?eing g;e two typaos6 of doctoral institutions into one category to eliminate a small cell, there was no significant difference in the overall rate of participation across Camegie
types. = 10.82, dof = 5, p = .06,

sasmo) abafo) fuopnpagul fuuuoyy
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TABLE 3

Characleristics of the Institutions In the Corrected Rendom Sample (N = 258)

sas.mo) abanoy foymponuy Suyuuoyy

CARNEGIE TYPE OF INSTITUTION
Total Doc | Doc i Comp | Comp i LAI LA 2-your
N N N N N N N N
CHARACTERISTIC 258 % 5 % 5 % 44 % 19 % 15 % 40 % 130 %
Geogroohic region
New Engiwid 13 5.0 0 0 3 231 0 2 154 2 154 6 48.9
Mid-Atlantic 3 151 0 1 26 8 205 7 179 4 103 3 77 16 41.0
So. Atlantic 37 143 0 1 2.7 7 18.9 1 2.7 2 54 3 8.1 23 622
East No. Centrsl 41 15.9 2 49 1 24 7 174 2 49 2 49 12 293 15 89
Waest No. Central 34 13.2 0 0 5 14.7 2 59 2 58 10 29.4 15 59
East So. Central 11 43 1 9.1 0 0 1 9.1 1 9.1 0 8 727
West So. Centul 28 109 1 3.6 1 36 5 17.9 2 7.1 0 4 143 15 536
Mountain 16 6.2 0 1 6.3 2 125 1 6.3 1 6.3 2 125 9 563
Pacific 3 151 1 26 0 7 179 3 7.7 1 77 4 103 23 599
Selectivity
Noncompetitive 121 469 0 1 0.8 6 50 1 0.8 0 4 33 109 90.1
Less competitive 45 174 0 0 11 244 4 8.9 0 10 222 20 444
Competitive 67 26.0 2 3.0 3 45 22 328 10 14.9 4 6.0 25 373 1 1.5
Very competitive 18 70 1 56 1 56 5 178 4 222 6 333 1 66 0
Highly compstitive 5 19 1 20.0 0 0 0 4 800 0 0
Mosat competitive 2 08 1 50.0 0 0 0 1 500 0 0
Religlosity
Religious cannection 75 29.1 1 20.0 2 40.0 12 27.3 13 68.4 10 g6.7 30 750 7 54
No religious connection 183 70.9 4 80.0 3 60.0 32 72.7 6 31.6 5§ 333 10 25.0 123 94.6
Control
Public 133 516 2 400 2 40.0 24 54.4 4 211 1 6.7 3 75 97 746
Independant 125 484 3 60.0 3 60.0 20 455 16 789 14 933 37 925 33 254
Living
Residential 91 35.3 3 60.0 2 40.0 21 474 9 474 15 100.0 20 725§ 12 9.2
Commuter 167 64.7 2 40.0 3 60.0 23 526 10 52.6 0 0 11 175 118 90.8
State ooordination
Strong 103 398 2 40.0 4 80.0 25 56.8 4 21.1 5§ 333 14 35.0 49 377
Woak 155 60.1 3 60.0 1 20.0 19 43.2 16 78.9 10 66.6 26 65.0 81 623
Location
Urban 139 539 4 80.0 4 80.0 35 79.5 13 68.4 7 467 23 575 53 408
Nonwban 119 46.1 1 20.0 1 20.0 9 205 6 31.6 8 533 7 425 77 59.2
Enroliment
Mean 7969 8022 6787 1863 1549 771 3395
SO 3842 5186 4420 326 788 321 4960
Q ?‘ ?
ERIC , e
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Responses Within the institutions and Disciplines

We requested that the chief academic officer in eac": of the randomly drawn institutions
appoint a campus liaison who would do three things: (1) identify all full-time and part-
time faculty members teaching the specified twelve types of courses, (2) report the
numbers of each to us when requesting the correct number of surveys, and (3) ask the
instructors to complete the CPE surveys, returning them directly to us in postage-paid
envelopes. (Samples of matcrials sent to the campuses are shown in appendix C.)
Campus liaisons were asked to keep a record of which faculty received the materials and
to follow up non-respondents who had not returned a separate participation card after
two weeks. Campus liaisons also were asked to assist with a second follow-up based on
specific survey L.D. numbers not yet returnad after four weeks.

Most liaisons provided the number of facuity members teaching in each field. For
institutions with large numbers of part-tims faculty there sometimes was a trade-off
between willingness to participate and the amount of detailed data the liaison needed to
collect. Since we were exploring a previously unexplored topic, we judged it better to have
a slightly less accurate estimate of response representativeness than to have Irss data.
Thus, we can only estimate the actual response rate ard the representativeness of those
faculty from the eligible population at each campus who answered the survey.

Institutional Response

Table 4 shows the response rate by institutional type. Overall, 37.6% of the institutions
we invited agreed to participate in the study. We believe the wide differential response
rates by college type were caused, in part, by our request to include part-time faculty and
the willingness of colleges to locate them and ask them to complete the survey. This
particularly affected participation among two-year colleges that employ many part-
ttmers. In contrast, we found greater reluctance of administrators at Liberal Arts I and
Doctoral I institutions to ask highly autonomous full-time faculty to take time from their
research and teaching to participate in educational studies. Our best response was from
“middle range” institutions with modest numbers of part-time and full-time faculty and
where teaching, rather than research, is strongly emphasized.

Table 5 compares characteristics of the 97 institutions that participated with the
characteristics of the 161 colleges that declined, failed to provide a definite answer, or
agreed to participate and failed to follow through. Although community colleges and
liberal arts institutions appeared underrepresented in Table 4, the only statistically
significant difference is religiosity. While this significant difference may be important, it
seems a minor difference between the sample we solicited and that we obtatned, tn light
of the lack of difference on other variables.

Faculty Response

We obtained 2,311 usable surveys from the 97 participating colleges, ylelding a
conservatively estimated response rate of 58.6% of the faculty who had been asked to
participate (Table 6). From a different stance, a conservative estimate of a 61.2% return
rate by academic field of the faculty respondents is given in Table 7. Roughly, the
variation of faculty response by type of course ranges from a low of 51.0% in English
composition (where many instructors are part-time faculty members) to a high of 84.8%
in nursing,

<
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Table 4

Institutional Participation

DECISION
Yeos No or no answer® Total invited®
CARNEGIE TYPE N % N % N
Dectoral | 1 20.0% 4 80.0% 5
Doctoral Il 4 80.0% 1 20.0% 5
Comprehensive | 18 40.9% 26 59.1% 44
Comprehensive Il 1 57.9% 8 42.1% 19
Libera. ars | 5 33.3% 10 66.6% 15
Liberal arts il 20 50.0% 20 50.0% 40
2-year collegas 38 29.2% 92 70.8% 130
Total 97 37.6% 161 62.4% 258

\ “lTho cnt?:.ry °no” or * no anawer” includas eight institutions that agread to participaie and received surveys but then did not distribute them to
aculty members.

@ total of 258 institutions does not include nine colleges that were invited but then determined inappropriate for the study. Afier collapsing the
two types of doctoral institutions into one category 10 eliminate small cells, there was no significant ditierence in the overall rate of participation across

categories: Xa 1082, df« 5, p= .08, In part, this lack of significance is 6us © the wide variation in participation rates acroas all categories.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

20
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TABLE §

Characteriatica of Participating and Nonparticipating institutions

TOTAL PARTICIPATING NONPARTICIPATING STATISTICAL COMPARISON
N % N % N %
CHARACTERISTIC 258 1000 97 378 169 624 X dt p
Gooonephlc reglon 11.77 8 0.186
New England 13 5.0 1 12
Mid-Atantic » 15.1 18 2
So. Atlantic ¥ 143 17 2
East No. Central 41 159 “ Z
Waest No. Centrai k] 13.2 % 18
East So. Central 1 43 4 7
Wast So. Central 2 10.9 12 1
Mo intain % 6.2 5 1
Pacific K ¢) 15.1 10 ']
Selectivity 3.01 4 0.56
Noncompetitive 121 469 0 ;)
Less compelitive ] 17.4 18 Z
Competitive & 26.0 -] k-
Very competitive 18 70 6 12
Highly or most
competitive 7 27 1 6
Raligloselty 6.93 : 0.01
Religious connection Y. 29.1 K -} 51 k74 8
No religious connection 183 709 ® x 124 &
Control 0.41 1 0.52
Public 133 51.6 4 k ] 88 &
[ t 125 48.4 0 0 ;] &
Living 0.78 1 0.38
Residential | 353 3 [ -] 5 5
Commuter 167 64.7 L) k 108 &
State coordination 1.57 1 0.21
103 39.9 “ <] ) 57
Weak 156 60.1 8 H 102 66
Locatlon 0.33 1 0.56
Urban 130 53.9 G 90 84 &
Nonurban 119 46.1 Q k ] I 65
Enroliment Tx.14 256 0.89
Moan 3526 3605
D 3083 4844

&N
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TABLE ¢

Faculty Response Ratles, by institutional Type

RETURNEDY ESTIMATED

T IShL, SR S AN SR
Doctoral | 113 2 -] 8t 76.4
Doctoral Il 272 7 0 128 51.0
Composition | 1202 3 120 bd2 61.2
Composition |l 398 k ] ] 231 729
Liberal arts | 206 13 D 167 91.3
Liberal arts Il 498 K ;] Y] 289 68.5
2-year 1849 68 150 776 47.6
Total 4538 195 400 2311 58.6

Note: Based on our best gueas about excesa surveys ordered by colieges that did not provide an accurate count of faculty members, 8 mare
gendrous estimate is 62%. Conservalive estimates by types of institution, based only on the numbers of surveys sent and returned, were tallied and
mv::dd an udg\md range in response from a low of 47 6% for two-year coliege facully 10 a high of 81.3% for facy’y in Liberal Arts | colleges that had
agreed 10 participate.

TABLE 7

Faculty Response Rates, by Academic Fleld

ESTIMATED
ACADEMIC FELD SURVEYS REQUESTED SURVEYS ANALYZED PERCENTAGE RETURNED
Biology 301 215 71.4
Business 17 o 51.4
Composition 814 415 51.0
Educational pgychology 0 8 68.6
Fine ans 3% 205 60.5
History 410 263 64.1
Language 248 172 69.4
Literature 333 210 63.1
Mathematics 506 304 60.0
Nursing » & 84.8
Psychology 287 180 62.7
Sociology 212 141 66.5
Overall are a1 61.2

Note: The number of surveys requested by discipline is 762 less than the actual number because some institutiona did not supply the breakdown
requested. There is N0 basls 10 estimate the distnbubon of surveys returmad Of ordered N EXCEEs across academic fields; therefore these estimates of
percentags retumed are somewhat high.

e}
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Summary of Response Rates, by Discipline and Institutional Type

Table 8 summarizes the usable numbers of faculty survey responses by academic field
and institutional type. Due to known variations in program offerings among institutions,
we did not expect the cells in this matrix to contain equal numbers of respondents. For
example, most responding Liberal Arts I colleges lacked programs in nursing and
business, effectively eliminating responses in these cells for this type of college. Also
because of programmatic vari:tions, we expected the population of faculty teaching
introductory courses at non-research instjtutions to differ from the population of faculty
in U.S. colleges and universities generally. To {llustrate, we expected the teachers of
introductory courses to include a higher proportion of women than found among faculty
generally and we expected them to report lower academic ranks and degrees. Based on
fulfiliment of these expectations and on comparison with government statistical reports
and estimates from several sources, we believe that the distribution of responses
accurately represents the types of colleges and academic fields of faculty teaching the
selected introductory courses.

Other Analyses of Response Bias

Because institutional willingness to participate in the survey was less than anticipated,
we made two attempts to identify any institutional response bias. First, when we were
told by phone that the institution was unwilling to participate, we asked the office of the
academic vice president about the reasons. Second, we conducted a brief bias survey
aimed at determining whether participating and non-participating institutions differed
in the locus of authority to decide about participating in studies. We sent a one-page
questionnaire to non-participating (N = 53) and “continually undecided"” institutions (N
= 91) asking about the process of decision making that led to their decline or failure to
give us a definite answer at all.

Despite its brevity, the bias survey received an overall low response rat«: of 26%. Of this
small group, a higher rate of response came from those col'sges who had indicated a clear
decision not to participate (VN = 23; 43%) than from those who had simply let the request
go unanswered (N = 15, 16%). The response rate for the bias survey did not differ hy
institutional type.

Of those who responded to the bias study, over half of the chief academic officers (55%)
consulted with others on campus before deciding not to participate. Of these, 25%
consulted with the president of the college, 35% consulted with other adminisiraiors,
24% consulted with a faculty committee, and 53% consulted with facuiry leaders. Of the
55% who consulted with others, 43% simply forwarded the survey to someone else. In
half of these cases, the institutional researcher received the request.

The respondents to the bias survey found the project of interest (91%), felt it would be
useful to thelr institution (70%), and believed it would be useful to higher education
(96%). On no campus did policy prohibit partic:~ation in such a survey. Nevertheless,
there were many reasons institutions did not participate. Among the most important,
44% of the colleges were currently involved in time-consuming self-studies and 82% felt
that faculty would begrudge time needed for this survey. In all, 63% cited time
constraints in some form as the determining factor. (A copy of the bias survey and the
accompanying letter are provided in Appendix D.)

In succeeding sections. we b7ise our discussion of results on 2,31 1 faculty responses from

97 institutions who appear .o be an unbiased sample of faculty members teaching these
twelve types of introductory courses,
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TABLE ¢
Faculty Respondents, by Academic Field and Institutions! Type
INSTITUTIONAL TYPE

ACADEMIC FELD Total Dociall Comp| Comp W LA LA N 2-yowr
Composltion

N 415 18 121 » Z 5 155

% 18.0 8.7 18.8 16.9 16.2 19.0 20.0
Literature

N 210 3 & . | 19 . | ]

% 8.7 15.0 10.3 10.4 114 8.3 59
History

N N &0 6 2 .3 0 ;)

% 1.4 19.4 10.6 9.0 15.0 10.4 10.2
Soclology

N 141 10 k] 17 4 17 ]

% 6.1 49 51 74 23 59 1.7
Psychology

N 180 5 51 19 18 2 &

% 78 24 79 8.2 10.8 6.9 8.6
Blology

N 21§ b4] (o] 19 14 3 &

% 9.3 1.2 9.8 8.2 8.4 10.7 8.4
Mathematics

N 304 3 I 3 M k] 120

% 13.2 13.6 1.7 10.0 14.4 vi.8 16.5
Fine arts

N 205 13 ; :] - 9 . | <)

% 89 6.3 10.6 12.1 54 8.3 8.1
Romance lsnguage

N 172 x 41 18 2 2 3

% 74 15.5 6.4 78 13.2 73 49
Educational

psychology

N 8 4 -] 10 4 1 4

% 2.1 20 23 43 24 38 0.0
Nursing

N &7 2 " 5 1 8 k]

% 29 10 30 22 0.0 28 41
Business

administration

N o1 0 2 8 0 14 aq

% 39 00 34 3s 0.0 48 8.1
Total 211 206 642 231 167 289 776
Percentiage

by fleid 99.7 100.0 99.9 100.0 99.5 100.0 80.5
Percentage

by type 100.0 8.9 27.8 10.0 7.2 12.5 33.6
Subtotal 2105 200 586 208 162 256 683

Disciplines 91.1 97.1 91.3 90.0 97.0 88.6 89.3
Subtotal 2% 6 ] b 5 k<) 8

Preprofessional 89 30 8.7 10.0 30 11.4 10.7

f\
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Survey Instrument

The survey instrument used in this study was based on exploratory interviews conducted
in 1986-87 with 89 faculty members. The survey instrument, Course Planning Explora-
tion (CPE), was developed primarily by converting useful questions from the Reflections
interviews into survey form. These conversions enabled us to obtatn direct responses
rather than those interpreted by interviewers and transcript coders. Additionally, more
precise data were gathered by asking faculty to respond on five-point Likert-type scales
instead of by ranking items. rinally, based on responses from Reflections, many
questions were r<vised, elaborated, or discarded, and some substantively new questions
were framed.

In the following chapters we discuss both the evolution of the survey and its results. In
the section titled "Courses Included in This Survey," we describe responding faculty
members and the introductory courses they kept in mind as they answered our survey.
Chapters 2, 3, and 4 follow the order of elements in the tentative contextual filters model
(Figure 1). That is, first (Chapter 2) we will discuss the survey questions aimed at
determining the influence of disciplinary content considerations (including the related
variables of faculty background and beliefs). Next, in Chapter 3, we discuss the questions
dealing with contextual influences. Finally, in Chapter 4, we discuss questions probing
course form and related issues, such as communication, monitoring, and feedback. For
each topic, the discussion is divided into two major parts, the first of which describes the
evolution of the survey, and the second the results. As we did in the section titled "Testing
the Model,” we will reproduce in the text relevant parts of the survey. Thus, in Figures
2 through 23 readers may readily see the form in which questions were aked. A complete
copy of the CPE is provided in Appendix H.

In the discussion we have not detatled the theoretical reasons for including each survey
question since these have been developed in previous reports (Stark & Lowther, 1986;
Stark et al., 1988). Instead, in summarizing the evolution of the survey, we provide a very
brief discussion of the rationale for the question, describe what we learned in Reflections,
and give a brief account of the resulting changes, if any, of the question between
Reflections and the CPE.

Each chapter focuses on describing the survey findings and provides summary data
tabies to highlight the data obtained from (a) all faculty members, (b) faculty teaching
general academic courses and (c) faculty members teaching preprofessional courses. We
provide separate data on responses from faculty teaching the nine introductory general
education courses and those teaching the three introductory preprofessional courses for
two reasons. First, we believe that the influences on course planning are often quite
different in these two introductory instructional levels; lumping all together could
produce amisleading picture or lead to erroneous interpretations. And, indeed, a cursory
analysis indicates that to be the case. Second, the numbers of responses from faculty
members teaching introductory preprofessional courses were small and not consistently
available for all types of colleges; the types of courses included do not fully represent the
population of preprofessional courses. Consequently, our conclusions for the preprofes-
sional courses are more tentative than for the general education courses. Although the
two types of data are reported separately, we have not included comparative statistics
since our primary purpose was not to compare these two types of introductory courses.

In the text, we also provide descriptions of differences among academic fields and colleg®
types. For the reader who wishes to study further the information supporting these
comparisons, detailed tables in Appendix E show comparisons by fleld and in Appendix
F provide comparisons by college type for each field. The summary tables in the te:” refer
the reader to the proper tables within Appendixes E and F.
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To guide the reader, an additional word is in order about how we have presented the
tabular survey data in the appendixes. The reader should refer to Appendix E to compare
responses for faculty in the nine general education courses or the three preprofessional
courses. These tables give response percentages to each survey question for faculty
teaching in the various fields. The tables reporting a comparison of faculty in the general
education courses are designated “GE;" t} ose comparing faculty in the three preprofes-
sional flelds are designated “P.” In these tables, chi-square tests are used to compare cell
proportions statistically for the several types of introductory courses.

The reader should use Appendix F to compare response percentages from faculty
teaching the same introductory course at different types of colleges. Because differences
among institutional types were small when compared with differences among flelds, we
reported data for three broad groups: doctoral and comprehensive colleges, liberal arts
colleges, and two-year colleges. By comparing faculty responses for each academic field
separately we eliminated the effects of the varied mixes of disciplines that could obscure
comparisons among types of colleges. No statistical comparisons are presented with
these tables in Appendix F, and columns have been omitted where sample sizes were
small. As in Appendix E, tables for the nine general education courses are designated
“GE" and for the three preprofessional courses “P.”

Occaslonally, when pertinent to the discussion of results, we provide tables in the text
that show statistical correlations among items in a questiun set or between question sets.
Occasionally, too, we provide verbal descriptions of statistically derived factors that
underlie the correlational structure of a set of items. Selection of a factor-analytic
solution is a matter of judgment. We tried to select the most parsimonious sets of factors
that help to develop an understanding of the variable sets and, at the same time,
maximize the variance explained in each set. Although general interpretations are
provided in the text, the detalls of these factor analyses are in Appendix G. Table 9
summarizes the form and location of survey data in this report.'

Courses Included in the Survey

Faculty reported teaching 53 different courses within the eligible twelve fields defined in
Table 1. Table 10 lists the actual generic titles of courses that faculty members kept in
mind as they responded to the questionnaire. To fllustrate, within t ae general rubric of
a general introductory history course, faculty at various institutions might have
answered the survey about courses entitled Western Civilization, American History,
World History, European History, or a stmilar history course. Course difficulty varied
widely among the academic fields. Fer example, the range from developmental
mathematics to calculus is very broad, while introductory Romance language courses
tend to be similar in difficulty. The categories also represented varying degrees of
stmilarity in conceptual orientation. For example, within the category of fine arts,
courses in art, music, dance, and theater may be characterized by quite different
orientations. In fact, even within a single category of courses in the arts, such as music,
faculty members who identify with practice, theory, or history of the field may view the
discipline quite differently. Thus, although we analyzed survey responses from faculty
according to the twelve general types of courses, we recognize that variations within
typical academic categories may, at times, cause us to overgeneralize,

' Although the tables of percentages in Appendixes E and F will sufficiently inform the general
reader, additional, more detalled, tabular presentations of survey results and statistical com-
parisons are avallable from the authors.
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TABLE 9

Key to Data Tables

INTEXT:

1. Summary and Highkight Tables. Percentage responses for facuity teaching general education and preprofessional courses. No

statistical comparisons.

2. Comelation Tabigs. Comelations of suts of conceptually related responses.

IN APPENDIXES:

1. Appendix E. Percentage responses 1o survey; chi-square tests of significance for academic field differences: "GE" for general

education courses; "P" for preprofessional courses.
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Pre-calculus
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Introduction o nursing
Other nursing
Business
Management
Accounting

Career placement
Computer science
Other
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In addition to stating the title of their course, each facuity member was offered several
alternative descriptions and asked to select the one that best categorized the course level
and purpose. The items were not mutually exclusive; for example, although an
introductory course might fit both of these descriptions, faculty were forced to choose
between “general education course for students with limited background” and “college-
wide core course.” The actual options used to describe the courses are shown in Figure
2. A summary of the responses is given in Table 11. More detalls about the course
characteristics, displayed by academic field, are found in Appendix E, Table 1. Simila-ty,
inAppendix F, Table 1, detailed information is displayed by college type for each academic
field separately.

Faculty members (N = 2105) teaching in one of the nine general academic fields (Table
11 and Appendix E, Table 1-GE) said their course was: a general education course for
both prospective majors and others (38.5%), an introductory general education course
(for students with limited background) (17.5%), or a division or college-wide core course
(31.8%). In total, nearly 90% of the faculty members classified their course according to
one of these three descriptions. (Less than 5% of the general education faculty members
classified the course as developmental or remedial, whether for credit or non-credit, and
less than 10% classtfied it as an introductory course for majors, either in an academic
field or in a trade or technical area.) Thus, most of the introductory courses targeted in
the survey met the criteria of being general introductory courses. The primary exceptions
were the courses that dcliberately were chosen because they introduced a specific
professional field. Of these courses (Table 11 and Appendix E, Table 1-P), 63.9% of the

206 faculty responding reported their course was for an academic major or a trade and
technical major.

Although the criterion of introductory courses was achicved as intended for the nine
general education fields, we noted substantial variation in the course purposes selected
by faculty teaching in different fields (Appendix E, Table 1-GE). As would be expected,
nearly all of the few developmental courses were offered in English composition or
mathematics. More than other fields, responses from biology and fine arts instructors
reflected a division into two sets of courses: introductory courses for students with
limited background and combination courses for general students and majors. The
greatest percentage of courses that instructors described as “college-wide core courses”
were offered in composition (61.4%), followed by history (34.6%), literature (23.4%),
Romance languages (23.0%), and fine arts (20.9%). Courses in these four fields tended
to be described either as intended for all lower division students (both general education
and prospective majors) or as core co.rses. In contrast, relatively few faculty (less than
12%) in sociology, biology, or psychology reported that their introductory courses were
college-wide core courses. Of the preprofessional courses (Appendix E, Table 1-P), it
appears that introductory courses in business and educational psychology enroll some
non-major students who may be “sampling the major”; this is less common in nursing.

Within academic fields, the descriptions of course pu rpose and level did not differ much
by college type (Appendix F, Tables 1-GE and 1-P). Some exceptions follow. Inliberal arts
colleges, literature courses more often were intended for prospective majcrs. Intwo-year
colleges, biology courses were less frequently directed toward majors (and probably more
often toward applied-health students) than in other types of colleges. Mathematics
courses were less frequently intended for majors and more often remedial in both liberal
arts colleges and two-year colleges. Romance language faculty in liberal arts colleges
were more likely to indicate their courses were remedial than were language faculty in

other colleges, possibly because some liberal arts colleges expect modest language
proficiency at entrance.
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1. Using the list on the opposing page, wrile the number (1-12) of the group
that includes your course in the box st the right.

(1:9-10)
2a. Title of the course on which you will focus (1:11-12)
2b. Course number 3. Year ard term last taught (1:13-19)
4, Number of students last time ____ 5. Number of times you have taught this course ___ g}:;;;
6. Are additional sections offered by other instructors ? D Y& D N (1:21)
7. In the list below chack the statement that best describes the level and purpose of the (1:22)

coursa.

a developmental (remedial) course offered without degree credit
& developmental (remedial) course offered with degree credit
a general education course for swudents with limited background
a general education course for both prospective majors end others
an introductory course for prospective majors

D an introductory course in & trade or technical career program
a division-wide core course
a college-wide core course

Figure 2. Course information (CPE-I survey questions 1-8, page 1).

TABLE 11

Characteristics of Introductory Courses

MEAN
GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL

CHARACTERISTIC {n=2105) (n=208) (N=2311)
Class slze

M 475 4.2 47.2

D 49.8 35.9 48.6
Number of times taught

M 17.7 1.3 17.1

D 20.1 15.0 20.0

PERCENTAGE

Other sections taught

Yes 76.7 53.2 746

No 23.3 46.8 254
Coursa purpose

Developmental-no credit 1.1 0.5 1.1

Developmental-with credit 26 1.0 25

General ed-introductory 175 1.0 16.0

General ed-proepective

majors and others 385 12.7 36.2

Intro for major 73 463 108

Intro for trade or echnical major 1.1 17.6 26

Division-wide core 40 17.1 52

College-wide core 278 39 25.7

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tebles 1-GE and 1-P
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The responding faculty members had taught their courses an average of 17.7 times (Table

11). Literature, Romance language, mathematics, nursing, and business teachers
reported having taught their courses slightly less often than other respondents (less than
14 times), possibly because these areas employ more part-time, sometimes temporary,
faculty. Overall, for 74.6% of the courses, another section was offered by another
instructor. Biology, Romance language, and fine arts courses were least likely to have
additional sections (less than 65%) while nearly all composition courses did (97.8%)
(Appendix E, Table 1).

Class size averaged 47.5 students, but sizts ranged from 30 or fewer students in
Romance language courses and literature courses to 70 or more students in biology and
psychology. Within a single discipline. class sizes were smaller in liberal arts colleges and
two-year colleges than in comprehenstve and doctoral universities. Psychology, where
two-year colleges also had large classes (more than 80 students), and composition, where
two-year colleges had slightly larger enrollments (more than 35 students), were excep-
tions (Appendix E, Tables 1-GE and 1-P).

Respondent Characteristics

Faculty members teaching in the selected academic fields differed in their personal and
professional backgrounds (Figure 3). Statistically significant differences were found
across flelds on every variable except the number of years the instructors had taught in
business or industry; this reported time was less than one-half year for all academic field
groups except business faculty (Table 12).

The differences among faculty in the various fields are undoubtedly associated with
academic career patterns and job market factors characteristic of the disciplines and
professions represented (Appendi s E and F, Tables 2-GE and 2-P). The profile of
English composition instructors serves to fllustrate such a pattern. Compared with all
other faculty in our survey, composition instructors have taught the shortest time both
as full-time college teachers and at their current college; but they have a longer tenure
in high schoolteaching (exceeded only by mathematics instructors). Compared to others,
composition instructors less often held a doctorate, were less often full professors, were
less often tenured, and were more often part-time teachers. Composition instructors
taught more introductory level courses and fewer ur.per level courses in a twelve-month
period than any other group. Other familiar patterns can be determined: history,
literature, and biology instructors, fo.' example, tend to have longer tenure at their
college:* more than 60% of Romance language instructors are women.

Some of the faculty demographic data also differ in the different tnstitutional types, even
within flelds (Appendix F, Table 2). In all academic fields, faculty from different
institutional types differ ini the level of teaching assignment they report. Due in large part
to enrollment patterns, the size of faculties, and the type and variety of courses offered,
faculty in two-year colleges teach the most lower division courses: faculty members in
Liberal Arts I colleges and doctoral universities tend toteach a greater proportion of upper
division courses.

For several flelds (composition, history, sociology, psychology, fine arts, and Romance
languages), faculty members at two-year colleges have the least full-time teaching
experience. In fine arts, Romance languages, and composition, two-year college faculty
members are more likely to have taught in high school. There are some differences in the
length of time the instructors held graduate research assistantships (for example, in
math, fine arts, language).
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26.Your sex: 0 s D FEMALR 9
27.Your age: — (418.7)
28.Which is the highest degree you hold? (Check one) (a8)
bschelor's
master's

two or more masier's degrees
doctorsl degree

29.In what subject is the highest degrec you hold? (4:9-10)

30.What is your academic rank in your present position? (Check one) (4:11)

D positions here sre unranked
D lecwurer, sdjunct, contract teacher
D instructor

O assistsnt  professor

D sssociste profcasor
D professor

31.Do you teach full- or part-time? (Check onc) (4:12)

D full-time fsculty
D psri-time  fsculty

32. Are you tenured in your position? s O o0 sorarocassme O (4:1%)

33. How many full years have you worked in each of the following positions?
(Complete all that apply)

full-time college teacher (4:14-19)

————  graduate teaching assistant in college (4:16.17)
high school tcacher (4:18.19)

e teacher in business or industry (4:20.21)
34. How many years have you held your present teaching position at your (4:22.23)

current institution?

35. How many full years (count four summers as a year) have you been employed (4:24.28)
in your ficld or a closely related field in an occupation other than teaching?

36.0n the lines below, please enter the number of courses you have taught within
the last twelve months st each of the levels listed.

Number of courses tmight

Introductory undergraduste course (lower division, first — (4:26:27)
two years of college, or other course for novices)

Intermediate or advanced undergraduats (upper divisica, —— (4:28-29)
third to fifth ysar of college progrsm, for atudeats with prior
background in this or closely relsted fields)

QOrsduste course (master's or higher level courses) —_— (413¢-31)

Figure 3. Respondent characteristics (CPE-I survey, questions 26-36, pages 21-22).

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 12

Characterlistiocs of Fsculty Respondents

MEAN
GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL

CHARACTERISTIC (P2106) (n=208) (N=2311)
Age

M 46.3 48.3 46.3

D 9.7 10.6 98
Years {full-time college teaching

M 124 95 121

D 98 8.3 9.7
Yesrs gresduste mssistant

M 18 05 15

o) 20 1.0 19
Yesrs high school teaching

M 3.1 13 29

D 58 30 57
Yesrs teaching In business or Industry

M 0.2 1.4 0.3

L o) 1.5 44 20
Yesrs In present college

M 114 8.1 1.1

) 8.7 68 86
Yesrs In other occupstion

M 8.0 133 8.4

D 10.1 10.6 103
Intro courses tsught per 12 months

M 53 40 5.2

D 49 39 49
Upper level courses tsught per 12 months

M 18 20 18

o 2.1 28 22
Graduste courses tsught per 12 months

M 02 04 0.3

D 08 12 08

PERCENTAGE

Sex

Male 615 451 60.0

Female 385 54.9 40.0
Degree

BA. 25 78 3.0

MA, 40.9 50.7 418

2MA's 79 10.2 8.1

Doctorate 48.7 31.2 471
Acedemic renk

No rank 85 53 82

Lecturer 134 11.2 13.2

Instructor 16.0 248 16.8

Asst. professor 190 29.6 199

Assoc. professor 20.1 16.0 19.7

Professor 230 13.1 222
Employment

Full-time 76.2 80.6 766

Part-time 238 19.4 234
Tenured

Yos 49.6 4“7 489

No 327 38.2 33.2

NA 17.7 20.1 179

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 2-GE and 2.P.
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As intended, the survey study of course planning inc).ided a variety of faculty members
teaching a range of introductory courses in a nationally representative sample of teaching
(non-research) colleges and universities. Although the number of institutions participat-
ing in the study was less than anticipated, characteristics of the faculty respondents and
the courses they teach provide a credible baseline for understanding how faculty plan
introductory courses.

Having posited a model for the way faculty plan college courses and having developed a
sampling approach to verifying that model, we will report on the results of that survey.
Each of the next three chapters will focus on a segment of the model. The development
and rationale for each group of uestions in the Course Planning Exploration will be
presented along with results. Chapter 2 focuses on content issues, Chapter » on context
issues, and Chapter 4 on form issues,

A0
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Chapter 2. Content Considerations

In the contextual filters model, the influence of content is placed first, whether by virtue
of chronology (faculty are trained in their discipline before they teach it; they must
consider what the content of the course will be early in the planning process) or by virtue
of importance (without content, there is no need to plan). Therefore, content influences
will be considered first. Subsequent chapters will consider context and form.

Based on both previous theory and the Reflections study, we included three sets of
possible influences under “content” in the tentative contextual filters model: discipline
(academic field), faculty background, and faculty beliefs about education. Although the
sets of variables are discussed separately, they are closely associated and perhaps their
influence on course planning cannot be estimated separately.

Discipline Characteristics

Since discipline characteristics are extremely important in faculty course planning, we
included a range of academic fields in our study. Tounderstand discipline influence more
fully, we have explored what faculty say about several dimensions of disciplines when
describing their introductory courses. We inquired about thelr views on the place of
disciplinary content, mode of inquiry, and vocabulary in the course, as well as the
relationship of the discipline to other disciplines and the common interests of scholars
in the fleld. .

In the Reflections study, we asked faculty simply to tell us about their introductory
courses and how they planned them. As they did so, we coded the discipline dimensions
they mentioned, finding that aspects of course substance and the relationship of the
course to other flelds were mentioned much more often than vocabulary, mode of inquiry,
or the group of scholars. We also asked instructors to characterize their disciplines by
choosing the best three from among several brief descriptions. Through this question we
learned that although most teachers of a discipline characterize their field similarly there
is some variation within flelds.

Some other questions about content used in the Reflections study produced relatively
little information. Only a few faculty members responded readily when we asked if there
was consensus about the preferred mode of inquiry in their field or about what should
be taught in an introductory course. Even fewer were able to say what flelds were
conceptually similar to, or dissimilar from, their own. Finally, very few could share a
definition of curricular coherence linking their field with others. The answers and
terminology obtained were used in varfous items in the Course Planning Exploration
(CPE) but the questions were not repeated in the same form.

In the CPE, we included questions designed to determine whether faculty members
within and among disciplines viewed their fields in simflar ways (Figure 4). Based on what
we learned from the Reflections study, we added two additional characterizations of the
discipline: (1) a set of skillsto be mastered, and (2) a set of skills tobe applied. Inaddition,
having heard faculty say repeatedly, “But if were describing an advanced course, I would
answer differently,” we asked for two responses to each characterization: (1) “your

academic fleld as you characterize it"; and (2) “your academic field as you portray it in
the introductory course.”

1)
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a. the field that you teach:

a. Describes my field

b. your field as you portray it to students in the introductory course

b. Describes my field as |
portray it in this course

Poorly Well

Poorly Well

A mode of inquiry

An interrelated set of interests
and values

A set of skills to be mastered

A set of skills to be applicd

A set of phenomena that people
have tried to explain

A group of individuals who share
common interest in trying to
understand the world

An organized body of knowledge

A set of interrelated concepts and
operations

14. Please answer the following questions to indicate how well each phrase describes.

(1:52)
(1:53)

(1:54)
(1:59)

(1:56)
(1:57)

(1:59)
(1:59)

(1:60)
(1:61)

(1:62)
(1:63)

(1:64)
(1:63)

(1:66)
(1:67)

Figure 4. Discipline characteristics (CPE-I survey, question 14, page 5).
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Chavacterizing the Discipline

Faculty respondents were asked to indicate how well each of eight disciplinary descrip-
tions characterized the field they teach and how well each description fit the way they
portray the field in the introductory course, The descriptions were not intended to be
mutually exclustve. A summary table of results s shown in Table 13. Six of the
descriptions seemed appropriate to 60% or more of the total group of faculty responding.
The two characterizations chosen least often by the total group of faculty were *a set of
phenomena people have tried to explain® (47.2%) and “a group of individuals who share
common interest in trying to understand the world” (47.7%).

The aggregated data in Table 13 mask substantial differences in how faculty teaching
various introductory courses characterize their fields. Among faculty teaching in the
nine general education fields, the three discipline characterizations most commonly
chosenwere: “aset of interrelated concepts and operations” (73.4%), “an organized body
of knowledge” (70.7%), and *a mode of inquiry” (70.1%). Faculty teaching in the
preprofessional flelds were likely to select “a set of skills to be applied” (80.7%), “an
interrelated set of interests and values” (77.19%), “a set of skills to be mastered”(70.0%);
they were less likely to select “a mode of inquiry.” These findings suggest that
preprofessional faculty see their fields as less inquiry-oriented and more oriented toward
skill mastery and application than general education faculty.

The choices of disciplinary descriptions made by faculty teaching in the nine general
education fields differed significantly among disciplines as well. Differences among the
three preprofessional fields were less pronounced than among the nine general education
fields. More detal about faculty responses describing their academic field is shown in
Table 14. Based on some obvious similarities among fields, the data froua that table can
be summarized in the following statements:

* More than 60% of all faculty, except those teaching Romance languages, educational
psychology and business, felt that their field could be viewed as “a mode of inquiry."

* More than two-thirds of faculty in ten of the twelve fields felt that their discipline
could be characterized as “an organized body of knowledge.” The exceptions were
composition and literature.

* Over 80% of composition, Romance language, mathematics, and nure‘ng instruc-
tors described their fields as “a set of skills to be mastered and/or applied.” Some
of these same groups of faculty were unlikely to describe their flelds as “a set of
phenomena people have tried to explain” (composition, Romance language, mathe-
matics) or as “a group of individuals who share a common interest in trying to
understand the world” (composition, Romance language, mathematics, nursing).

* Faculty in humanities fields and preprofessional flelds were more likely than others
to describe their fleld as “an interrelated set of interests and values™ (literature,
history, fine arts, educational psychology, nursing, business).

* Faculty in biological and social sciences shared a common characterization of their
flelds as “a set of phenomena people have tried to explain” (sociology, psychology,
biology) and, along with mathematics, educational psychology, nursing, and
business as “a set of interrelated concepts and operations” (sociology, psychology,
biology, mathematics, educational psycholoxy, nursing, business).

* Faculty teaching literature, history, sociology, and psychology were more likely than
otherstosee their fleld as “a group of individuals sharing a common interest tn trying
to understand the world.”

27
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TABLE 13

“Describes My Academic Fleld Well”

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(n=2105) (n=208) (N=2311)

CHARACTERISTIC (%) (%) (%)
A mode of inquiry 70.1 57.2 68.9
An interrelated set of
interests and values 63.1 771 64.4
Skills 0 be mastered 63.2 70.0 63.8
Skills to be applied 67.7 80.7 68.8
Phenomena 0 explain 47.3 46.0 47.2
Individuals who share
common interests 49.0 33.7 47.7
Organized bouy of knowledge 70.7 76.4 AR
Interrelated concepts and operations 734 82.8 74.3

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 3-GE and 3-P.
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TABLE 14

How Faculty Membera Characterize Thelr Discipline and Portray It In Introductory Courses-Summary

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

(A) "This phrase describes the fieid that | teach.”
(B) -“This phrase describes the way | portray my field 10 students in the introduciory course.”

A Fine Ed
faculty Comp L Hist Soc Paych Bio Math arts Lang paych Nurs Bus

A set of intemelated (A) 743 87.9 548 62.8 81.5 743 899 92.7 66.2 71.2 91.5 87.7 748
concepts and operations  (B) 75.9 718 578 64.0 843 78.8 87.1 90.8 68.3 738 85.1 91.1 78.1
An organized body A AR 499 490 795 745 72.4 919 894 723 66.8 745 89.4 67.8
of knowledge (B) 718 475 50.2 78.2 78.5 783 92.9 858 759 87.6 78.7 92.6 87.1
A mode of inquiry N 68.9 65.0 754 793 90.0 83.4 83.0 63.1 63.7 357 58.4 63.1 52.2

(B) 87.0 708 750 73.1 92.1 78.1 69.5 54.1 82.8 354 70.2 683.7 82.2
An interrelated set of A) 64.4 60.2 78.6 758 69.1 64.8 57.9 39.6 789 544 74.5 828 745
inlerasts and values (8) 66.2 64.1 845 771 71.9 66.9 60.7 363 825 50.6 809 844 755
A sot of skills (A) 63.8 84.4 440 451 489 30.2 50.5 81.2 55.7 930 87.4 95.5 52.8
0 be mastered (B) 633 86.3 476 471 46.8 34.7 409 89.7 458 96.5 874 89.4 43.3
A set f skills (A) 68.8 87.2 54.8 44.2 53.6 539 55.1 808 630 95.4 76.6 96.9 AR
1 be applied (B) 68.7 91.6 59.2 444 55.7 49.5 450 855 520 98.8 83.0 92.3 7M.7
A set of phenomena people (A) 47.2 19.5 37.2 68.4 80.0 85.9 79.9 30.6 430 221 65.2 48.4 345
have tried Y explain (B) 46.9 189 38.8 65.0 84.3 87.0 771 257 46.0 219 73.9 447 416
A group of individuals A 47.7 330 63.6 mni 64.8 81.7 54.1 259 50.7 429 426 28.1 33.0
sharing intBrest in trying (B) 470 348 66.5 66.9 58.0 60.3 51.7 19.2 518 426 853 354 40.9

0 understand the workl.

sasumno) abano) fuonpaguy Supuoyd

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 3-GE, 3-P, 4.GE, and 4-P.
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The ways that faculty teaching the various introductory courses characterize their fields
were not consistently associated with the types of institutions in which they teach.
General education faculty teaching in different types of colleges had similar views if they
were teaching in the flelds of literature, history, sociology, psychology, and biology
(Appendix F, Table 3-GE).

There were some differences by college type, however, among teachers of composition,
mathematics, and fine arts. Based on the patterns observed, one possible explanation
for these differences is that in the less selective institutions (community colleges and
Liberal ArtsII colleges), faculty more frecuently emphasize skill mastery and application,
whereas in the more selective institutions (Liberal Arts I) faculty give more atteition to
interrelating concepts.

Although data for preprofessional fields is included in Appendix F, Table 3-P, the lack of
offerings of some programs in certain college types make comparisons risky. Thus, the
correlations among faculty characterizations only for the general education disciplines
are given in Table 15. The substantial correlations (above .30) indicate that there are
three groups of descriptions having much in common: there is a strong relationship
between teaching and applying skills; a substantial association among a mode of inquiry,
a set of interrelated values, and a comuaon interest in explaining phenomena; and a
substantial association between a set of interrelated concepts and an organized body of
knowledge.

Afactor analysis of these discipline dimensions with varimax rotation identified the three
underlying factors or groups of related faculty views of their academic fields. Thes~
factors, in order of their importance to the total group of faculty, are shown in Table 16.

Portraying the Discipline in an Introductory Course

In addition to selecting the characteristics best describing their field, faculty respondents
were asked to indicate how well each description pertained to their field as they portray
it to students in the introductory course (Figure 4), Table 14 has provided detail by

discipline; the summary results for the two types of introductory courses are shown in
Table 17,

In general, faculty indicated that they did, in fact, portray their own view of the field to
students in the introductory course. Thus, the substantial differences in faculty
perceptions of their discipline among fields are paralleled in the way they claim to teach
introductory courses. Consequently, a few variations from this pattern, indicating that
some faculty may teach their field to beginning students differently than they view it
themselves, are worth mentioning.

* Overall, about the same percentage of faculty said they portrayed their field as a
mode of inquiry in the introductory course as viewed the field as a mode of inquiry
themnselves. Biology and mathematics instructors, however, emphasized it less in
their courses than did other faculty.

* While 80% of composition, Romance language, and mathematics instructors saw
their flelds as a set of skills to be mastered and or applied, more than 85% satd they
portrayed it that way in introductory courses.

* Faculty in the humanities strongly characterized their field as an interrelated set of
interests and values; an even higher percentage said they were likely to portray it
that way to students,
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TABLE 1§
Intercorrelation of Dlecipline Characterizationa®
CHARACTERIZATION
Mode of Skills Skills Phenomena Common Body
DISCIPUNE CHARACTERIZATION inquiry Values maswered  applied 0 explain interest of know
Interrelated interasts and values <]
Set of skils © be mastered 08 ®
Set of skills 10 be applied 04 05 7
Set of phenomena to explain ¥ -] 11 -10
Group of individuals sharing
common interest in
understanding world k L0 07 06 43
Organized body of knowledge 12 06 12 o4 S D
Set of interrelated concepts
and operations . 1] " 2 2 18 ] 4

Notes: N = 1983, of = 1981, .correlations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05.
*Decimal points omitted.

TABLE 10

Underlying Viewe of Academlic Flelde

STANDARDIZED
FACTOR MEAN
Unstan-
dardized
Factor Low High
IMPORTANCE Mean $.0, Field Field
1 Organized body of knowledge,
set of concepts (Factor 3) 3.33 0.92 0.52 4,65
2 Mode of inquivy, relate
interests and values,
phenomena 10 explain, group
of individuale exploring
common interests (Factor 1) 3.16 0.83 0.70 4.66
3 Set of skills o be mastred
and applied (Factor 2) 2.99 0.77 0.26 4.28

Note: Factor 1 indicates the first lactor to be derived, that is, the one that accounts for the greales! variation among respones.
Reference: For additional information about the statistical derivation of these factors, see Appendix G, Table 1)
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TABLE 17

"Describes My Fleld as | Portray It In Introductory Courses”

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(n=21085) (r=206) (N=2311)

CHARACTERISTIC (%) (%) (%)
A moda of inquiry 67.3 64.5 67.0
An interrelated sot
of interests and values 64.9 79.6 66.2
Skills 10 be mastored 63.2 63.9 63.3
SRillslobouppliod 67.6 81.1 68.7
Phenomena to explain 46.6 50.0 46.9
Individuals who share
common intarests 47.4 42.5 47.0
Organized body of knowledge 71.0 78.0 71.6
Interrelated concepts
and oparations 75.0 83.9 75.9

Reference. Appendixes E and F, Tables 4-GE and 4-P.
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* Faculty members who viewed their field as an organized body of knowledge (all fields
except composition and literature), were likely to emphasize that view to introduc-
tory students. In contrast, faculty who characterized their field as a group of
individuals sharing a common interest in trying to understand the world were
slightly less likely to portray it to students that way.

* Compared with faculty teaching general education courses, faculty teaching prepro-
fessional introductory courses seemed to emphasize the fleld as a set of skills to be
applied and an interrelated set of interests and values. Perhaps the first effort to
socialize students to the professions takes place in the beginning courses.

The patterns of association for the presentation of the field in the introductory courses
paralleled that for the views of their field held by faculty members. The correlations are
shown in Table 18 below.

As was true for their own views of the disciplines, there is no consistent pattern of
assoclation between the ways that faculty teaching the various introductory courses
characterize their fields and the types of institutions in which they teach. These
differences are largely the same as the differences that occurred when faculty character-
ized their fields (Appendix F, Table 4).

Viscipline Influences on Course Planning

Faculty members' beliefs about their disciplines were ascertained by asking how strongly
various aspects of the disciplines influence them as they plan courses. More specifically,
too, we explored how strongly various aspects of the disciplines influence instructors as
they choose content from their field to include in the introductory courses. As shownin
Figures 5 and 6, questions about disciplir * dimensions, coherence, and interrelatedness
of academic flelds were incorporated into items on which instructors were asked to
estimate the extent of influence ~f the factor in selecting course content.

The summary results for faculty teaching general education and introductory preprofes-
sional courses are shown in Table 19. Although the two sets of questions were posed
separately, as shown in Figures 5 and 6, we have presented the results in a single table
because of their conceptual similarity.

For this discussion, we have considered faculty responses to the importance of
disciplinary influences as two sets, based on the strength of influence reported by the
total group of faculty in the study. The most important (or strongest) set of influences
was influential for at least 65% of the total group of faculty respondents, whereas items
in the set of lesser importance were influential for fewer than 539 of the faculty. On every
item, however, the responses from faculty teaching in different academic fields differed
significantly and substanttaily.

The influences reported to be strongest by the aggregated group of faculty were based on
their desire to select concepts and principles in their field that they believe are
fundamental (87.0%) and important for students to learn (87.7%). Many faculty
members also reported strong influence from topics that would facilitate students’
personal development (74.6%). A group of inquiry-reiated items were important; for
example, faculty say they choose material to illustrate the mode of inquiry of the field
(74.3%). provide an example of inquiry in the field (65.0%), or encourage students to
investigate on their own (67.1%). Faculty also emphasize integration; they choose topics
that relate their field to others (73.8%), integrate ideas (69.5%), and interrelate funda-
mental principles (67.6%). Finally, 70.9% of the respondents said that they select
material that teaches essential skills.

-y
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TABLE 18

Intercorrelation of Discipline Characterizations sa Portrayed In Introductory Course*

CHARACTERIZATION

Mode of Skille Skille Phenomena Common Body
DISCIPLINE CHARACTE RIZATION inquiry Valuss masiered appled to explain Inwrest of know
Interrelated interests and values 8
Set of skilis %0 be mastered 03 01
Set of skills 10 be applied 04 (o ¢] B
Set of phenomena 10 explain X ] 0 -15 -14
Group of individuals sharing
common interest in
understanding world k 3 47 03 <}
Organized body of knowledge 8 10 12 w ] 2
Set of interrelated concepts
and operations 2 16 2 23 2 “ M4

Notes: N = 1970, o = 1968; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05,

‘Decimal points omitted.

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING
CONSIDERATIONS INFLUENCE ME:

Not at Very

all strongly
Students need to understand important concepts and 1 2 3 4 5 (2:33)
principles in my field.
Students must be introduced to the mode of inquiry 1 2 3 4 5 (2:34)
in my field.
It is important for students to acquire essential 1 2 3 4 5 (2:39)
skills in my field.
I need to help students see the importance of relating 1 2 3 4 5 (2:36)
my field to other fields.
Students need to link concepts in my field to social 1 2 3 4 5 (2:37)
problems,
My field can mak: an important contribution to 1 2 3 4 5 (2:38)
students' personal development.
Students need to acquire spccialized vocabulary in 1 2 3 4 5 (2:39)
my field st an carly stage in their learning,
It is important for students to cxamine diverse views 1 2 3 4 5 (2:40)
about what is worth studying in my ficld.
Other

Figure 5. Influences on content selection (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 10).
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IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME TO SELECT PARTICULAR TOPICS:

Not & Very

all strongly
The topic conveys an important or fundamental 1 2 k} 4 5 (3:8)
concept in my field.
The topic stimulates students in their search for 1 2 3 4 ] (3:9)
meaning in life.
The topic assists swdents in their search for a 1 2 k] 4 ] (3:10)
meaningful career.
The topic is easy for stdents to leam. 1 2 3 4 s (3:11)
The topic helps students to integrate their idcas 1 2 k} 4 ] (3:12)
into a cumulative knowledge base.
The topic is enjoyable for students to leam. 1 2 k} 4 ] (3:13)
The topic encourages students o do more 1 2 3 4 S (3:14)
investigation on their own.
The topic interrelates fundamental and lower level 1 2 k] 4 ] (3:15)
concepts into broader abstractions and principles.
The topic is useful in solving problems, making 1 2 k} 4 s (3:16)
decisions, or performing on the job.
The topic provides important examples of inquiry 1 2 k} 4 s (3:17)
in my field.

Figure 6. Influences on topic selection (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 14).
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TABLE 19

Influence of Content Characteristics In Course Planning ("Strongly Influentisi®)

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL

(n=2105) (n=208) (N=2311)
CHARACTERISTIC (%) (%) (%)
Important concepts
and principles 87.0 95.6 87.7
Mode of inquiry 746 AR 743
Acquire essential skills 704 75.6 70.3
Relate field to othv.~ “ekds 746 65.0 73.8
Link concepts to social problems 474 63.9 48.9
Contribute to
personal development 74.5 76.0 74.6
Acquire specialized vocabulary 48.1 72.1 §0.2
Examine diverse views 44.4 55.2 45.4
Fundamental concept 86.4 92.2 87.0
Stimulates search
for meaning 50.0 34.2 48.6
Assists in career search 238 70.1 27.9
Topic is easy 12.7 17.1 13.1
Helps integrae ideas 68.7 77.5 69.5
Topic is enjoyable 524 46.8 51.9
Topic encourages
investigation 67.0 68.3 67.1
Topic inwerrolates
fundamental principles 67.5 67.3 67.6
Topic usetul in solving
problems on job 50.4 83.4 63.3
Topic is important example
of inquiry in field 648 68.2 65.0

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 5-GE, 5-P, 6-GE, and 6-P.

02




Planning Introductory College Courses

Less important to faculty members when selecting material for courses are choosing
material that would be useful in solving probleme in life or career or society (48.9%),
examining diverse views (45.4%), and making learning enjoyable (51.9%) or easy (13.1%)
for students,

Somewhat different emphases distinguished the small group of preprofessional faculty
in our study from the general education faculty. In addition to rating items conicerned
with vocabulary acquisition, essential skills, career development, and useful probleia-
solving as more important, preprofessional faculty rated many other items (for example,
learning fundamental concepts of the field) as slightly more influential than did general
education faculty. Exceptions were conveying the mode of inquiry, stimulating search
for meaning, and relating one's field to other fields.

Based on the most important content influences (that is, those dealing with conveying
concepts, promoting inquiry, encouraging interrelation of ideas, and teaching essential
skills), groupings of academic flelds also emerged. For example, selecting important
concepts and principles was less important for faculty members teaching Romance
languages (70.9%), composition (78.8%), and business (71.4%) than for others. Instruc-
tors of mathematics (47.2%) and biology (54.7%) reported less concern with selecting
material to foster students’ personal development needs. Compared to other fields, fewer
instructors in {ine arts (63.5%) and Romance languages (45.8%) were concerned with
illustrating the mode of inquiry for students.

As would be expected, skill acquisition was most important to instructors in composition
(94.9%), Romance languages (97.7%), and nursing (90.9%) but least important to those
in fine arts appreciation (36.8%), psychology (41.1%), sociology (48.2%), and biology
(48.8%). More than two-thirds of all faculty respondents considered interrelating and
Integrating ideas important, as well as investigating ideas further on one's own.
Encouraging further investigation on one's own was considered least influential as a
reason for choosing course content, however, by faculty members in mathematics
(44.4%) and Romance languages (52.9%).

Moving to the group of influences that were less important to faculty generally, soine
items were rated very differently by faculty in different flelds. For example, choosing
material students would find enjoyable was influential to 66.7% of the sociology faculty
but only 26.8% of the mathematics faculty. In contrast, 87.2% of the mathematics faculty
believed that teaching students information useful for problem-solving on the job
influenced them, but fewer faculty teaching literature (25.096), history (27.9%), and fine
arts (28.1%) reported this as a strong influence. Stmilarly, few mathematics instructors
chose material that helped students search for meaning (10.8%), linked class content to
social problems (12.7%), or examined diverse viewpoints (12.796). In contrast, 80.7% of
literature professors were influenced by content that helps students search formeaning;
and both sociology (87.9%) and psychology (74.4%) instructors wanted to link their
courses to social problems and examine diverse viewpoints (70.7% and 65.9%, respec-
tively).

Although only about one-fourth of faculty members in the study believed they would
choose content to “assist students in their search for an appropriate career,” the range
extended from 9.2% for history to 77.1% for educational psychology, a course students
often take to explore a teaching career. “Selecting content students find easy to learn”
was by far the least essential reason to choose course material. It was viewed as
influential most often by Romance language instructors (26.9%).
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We found that the influences on course content are essentially the same (p > .05) for
instructors in each field, regardless of institutional type. The similarity is so striking that
it may be summarized by the statement: “An instructor in discipline A (or B, or C) chooses
course content on the same basis wherever she may be.” Tables 5 and 6 in Appendix F
summarize percentage responses by faculty members teaching in different fields at three
broadly defined types of institutions. No statistics are included with these tables, but
statistical analysis of differences for each fleld were based on six institutional types.

Tables 20, 21, and 22 show the intercorrelations among the items concerned with the
influence of course content. In Table 22 at least two groups of associated items are
apparent: (1) choosing content to represent a mode of inquiry or to present great ideas
of humanity are both consistent with conveying tmportant concepts of a field; (2) being
concerned with students’ personal development and helping students to seek meaning
are associated with trying to present diverse views and link subject maiter with social
problems.

The two sets of survey items concerned with the influence of discipline and reasons for
choosing course content were factor analyzed as separate sets and together. The results

are described briefly below, but the statistical details are given in Appendix G, Tables 2
through 4,

Three dimensions (in order of their derivation, not their importance to faculty) charac-
terized disciplinary influences on course planning: (l) seeking interrelatedness; (2)
teaching concepts and mode of inquiry; and (3) teaching essential skills (Appendix G,
Table 2). Three dimensions also characterized the influences on choice of content: (1)
material chosen to represent great ideas, mode of inquiry, and the interrelation and
integration of these aspects of a discipline; (2) material chosen to promote understanding
of life’s meaning, student enjoyment, and students’ tendency to continue investigation
on their own; (3) material chosen to assist in the search for a meaningful career and the
development of useful problem-solving abilities (Appendix G, Table 3).

When the two sets of items are factored together (Appendix G, Table 4), three factors are
derived that interrelate discipline influence on course planning and selection of course
material. In order of derivation (amount of variance accounted for), they include: (1)
influences and content selection to maximize student personal development, enjoyment,
life meaning, useful problem-solving, and independent investigation; (2) influences and
content selection to transmit, integrate and interrelate great ideas, concepts, principles,
and modes of inquiry; and (3) influences and content selection to insure development of
essential, vocational, and useful problem-solving skills, as well as to assist in a career
search.

It 18 clear that faculty from different fields planning their introductory courses are
influenced differently by one or more of these composite views of the disctpline and ways
to select topics for coverage.

Faculty Background

Althougi: numerous researchers have studied the relationships between sociali-
zation while in graduate school and faculty research productivity, we know of few parallel
studies relating how faculty background and academic soctalization affect course
planning or teaching. Infact, there are conflicting opinions. Some say that college faculty
teach as they were taught, but our respondents vigorously deny this view. Some say that
college teachers give more attention to teaching as they grov: zlder; others say they give
less attention. Some believe that women faculty members are more devoted to teaching
and more nurturing toward students than men. Others do not subscribe to this gender-

oo
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TABLE 20

Intercorreiations of Influences on Course Content®

INFLUENCES

Undersiand Mode Acquire Releiing Sacial Student 2 cquire
INFLUENCES concepts of inquiry sldiis fid problems develop vocab
Be introduced 1o the
miode of inquiry in field 41
Acquire essential skills
in fied 17 12
See importance of
relating field to other fields 21 . 2
Link concepts in field
to social problems 13 .} -10 k ;|
Makes important
contribution to student
davelopment * 18 7 K <) 45
Acquire specialized
vocabuiary in fielc
early stage z 10 18 1 (¢ o1
Examine diverse views
about what is worth
sbidying in fald ]} KT} -12 . 3 ] 4 {0°]

Notes: N=2087, = 2085; corralations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05,
‘Decimal points omitted.
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TABLE 21

Intercorrelations of Reasons for Selecting Course Content®

REASON
REASON Concepts  Meaning Caresr Easy inlegrate Enjoy irvest  Relam Job
Stimulates students in
search for meaning "
Assists students in search
for meaningful career 12 .
Is easy for students 10 leam 04 A ke ¢]
Helps students integrate
ideas into knowledge base ) 3 S D
Is enjoyable for students to
leam 4 ] 49 2 4 k 3
Encourages students to
investigate on their own 17 7 K o) 2 % ]
interrelates fundamental
concepts into broader
principles < 19 2 o3 s 15 4
Useful in solving problems,
making decisions, or on
the job 18 o7 L) “ 3 (o :] -] <]
Provide~ important
examp 48 of inquiry
in fiekd B p. | ") o4 K *J 16 L0 9 Z

Notes: N = 2030, df = 2028; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05,
*Decimal points omited.




TABLE 22

Correlation of Content Influences and Reasons for Selecting Course Content*

REASONS

Great Lite Caresr Easy integrate investigate  interrelates Problem nquiry
INFLUENCES ideas mesning search topic ideas Enjoy ON oWn concepts solving oxampie
Understand important concepts
and principles in flelkd 0 ol 14 05 19 01 10 x 19 .
Be introduced 1o the mode of inquiry in fleid <] .} 16 (42 . - 07 a k1] 16 ®
Acquire essential skills in field 01 08 3 08 ¢ ] 03 o4 o ) x o ¢]
See importance of relating field 1o other flelds 15 ..} -] 08 3 19 x 0 .} 2
Link concepts in fleld to sociel problems 13 5 2 1 3 0 k<) 16 05 . .
Makes important contribution
o student development (¢ ] 52 . +} 16 Z k<] k] 17 15 2
Acquire specielized vocabulary
in fieid st sarly ttage 17 07 024 o7 08 05 o 14 17 [0 2]
Examine diverse views about
what is worth studying in fieid 14 4% 16 12 S 3 k 2 01 <]

Notes: N = 2001, of = 1908; cormeiations greatr the:: .04 are significant at p = 05,
‘Decimal points omitted.
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related view or else they believe it operates only in predominantly female fields. Previous
work in teaching pre-college subjects or oppertunities to teach introductory courses
while a graduate student, as well as experience in usiness, industry, or other non-
college settings may influence the way one plans a course. These experiences, however,
may be tied to academic flelds where faculty typically have such opportunities. Inshort,
there is little solid information about how faculty background relates to course planning
or teaching,.

Our interview sample in the Reflections study was too small to draw any definite
conclusions about the influence of faculty background on course planning, but many
faculty stated that it was a strong influence. Exploring background in the Reflections
interviews led us to believe that faculty members with doctorates (particularly recent
ones) and those few faculty engaged actively in research, even at the teaching colleges
predominant in cur sample, were more likely than others to discuss current issues and
modes of inquiry in their introductory courses. Those with degrees in education or with
high school teaching experience may devote more planning time than others to
consideration of teaching strategy and non-content issues, such as student character-
istics and effort. We gained no sense that course planning differed with age, gender, or
other types of experience.

Most faculty members we interviewed did not see socialization into their discipline as
readily separable from other perspectives they might bring to the course planning task.
Math and science instructors were often the exceptions. They were more likely to see
course plans as dictated primarily by discipline structure and less by who they are, how
they were trained, and what their own experiences have been.

In the Course Planning Exploration (CPE), as in the Reflections study, we collected
standard demographic data about faculty, their education, their status, and their
previous teacning and non-teaching experience (Figure 3). In some ways we departed
from standard demographic information usually collected. For example, to acquire more
information about instructors in commur. -ty colleges and small private colleges where
doctorates are less common, we added a1 additional category for “two or more masters’
degrees.” When two masters had been: cquired, we found, one of them frequently was
ineducation, thus potentially influencing course planning acttvities. Since both research
publication and attendance at instructional development workshops were reported
infrequently in the Reflections study, we did no. include questions about them in the CPE.
We included instead questions about the number of more advanced courses faculty
members teach, assuming that (at least in four-year colleges) this might enable us to
identify those whose teaching assignments have variety and disciplinary challenge.

Demographic data for faculty respondents were summarized in Chapter 1. Here wefocus
on faculty perceptions of what influences them, rather than the relationship of demo-
graphic characteristics to reported course planning influences, We expect to do a more
complete analysis of actual variations in the relationship of background characteristics
and course planning variables.

Faculty Perceptions of Background Influen.es

We asked faculty which aspects of their background and beliefs they felt influenced them
in course planning (Figure 7). The aggregate percentages, summarized in Table 23, varied
on every item by academic field taught (Appendix E, Table 7). To {llustrate these varied
views, the influence items are discussed below in four groups, based on overall
percentage response from strongest to modest to limited to weakest influence.
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JN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING
CONSIDERATIONS INFLUENCE ME:

Not o Very

all strongly
My belicfs about educational purpose 1 2 3 4 L] (2:22)
My religious beliefs 1 2 3 4 ] (2:23)
My beliefs about teaching as a process 1 2 3 4 L] (2:24)
My political beliefs 1 2 3 4 5 (2:29)
Things 1 have lcarned through teaching experience 1 2 3 4 L] (2:26)
Things 1 lesrned in formal education courses 1 2 3 4 5 (2:27)
Things I learned in instructional workshops 1 2 3 4 5 (2:28)
Things [ learned as a practitioner in the field 1 2 K} 4 5 (2:29)
The way the course was taught when I took it 1 2 3 4 ] (2:30)
My preparation as a scholar in the discipline 1 2 3 4 L] (2:31)
My preparation as & practitioner in the ficld 1 2 3 4 5 (2:32)
Other

Figure 7. Background influences on planning (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 9).

TABLE 23

Influence of Faculty Background on Course Planning ("Strongly Influentlal®)

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL A%, .
INFLUENCE mﬁ)os) "’('i‘}" w?%)
My educational purpose 83.3 83.0 83.3
My religious beliefs 13.4 13.7 13.4
My beliefs about teaching 68.7 75.1 69.2
My political beliefs 6.1 59 6.1
Teaching experience 91.4 84.9 90.8
Formal educution courses e 64.4 33.7
Instructional workshops 31.3 53.2 33.2
Practitioner experience 793 91.7 80.5
Way | was taught 19.3 11.8 18.7
Scholarly preparation 70.0 67.8 69.8
Practitioner preparation 64.1 83.0 65.8

Note: s not clear that all raspondents intery.reted “practitioner” the same way. While we assume that most meant practice in a field or profeasion
apart from academe as we had intended, some may have included teaching practice.
Reference. Appendixes E and F, Tabies 7-GE and 7.P.
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The first group of items, reported as strongest influences on course planning, included
personal beliefs about educational purpose, learning gained through teaching experi-
ence, and learning gained through experience as a practitioner in the field. These were
named as strong influences by more than 80% of the faculty responding. These
influences were similarly strong for both general education and preprofessional course
faculty; where differences existed, the preprofessional faculty rated influence of practi-
tioner experiences more strongly and the general education faculty rated teaching
experience more strongly.

Beliefs about educational purpose were seen as least influential (when compared with
their colleagues) by mathematics instructors (72.99), biology instructors (74.4%), and
dusiness instructors (77.0%). Faculty who perceived practitioner experience as influen-
tial ranged from lows of 67.8% for mathematics and 68.3% for psychology to a high of
97.0% for nursing instructors.

In the second group, several items were judged modestly influential, that is, more than
65% of the responding faculty rated them tmportant. They included beliefs about
teaching (69.2%), preparation as a scholar (69.8%), and preparation as a practitioner
(65.8%). Within thisgroup, preparation as a scholar was least influential to composition
(60.1%), Romance language (61.0%), mathematics (66.3%), and business (59.4%)
instructors—many of whom did not hold doctorates. Fine arts (78.7%) and Romance
language instructors (75.9%) were more like the professional flelds in saying they were
influenced by their “practitioner” preparation. Agreement that beliefs abcut teaching
were influential ranged from 56.3% for biology to 85.5% for educational psychology
instructors. Composition instructors also rated teaching beliefs as influential (76.3%),
and we note that their professional associations have devoted considerable attention to
teaching-and-learning issues in recent years.

The third group of background items reported to be of limited influence (less than 35%)
related to formal teaching preparation. About one-third of the faculty believed that they
are influenced by instructional workshops they have attended or formal education
courses they have taken. Among the small number of general education instructors who
reported influence, Romance language instructors (50.3%) were most likely to attribute
influence io instructional workshops, and history instructors (17.2%) were least likely to
do so. All the preprofessional fields ga.. more ‘nfluence credit to formal education
courses. Among the general education fields, psychology instructors (40.0%) reported
the strongest influence from education courses and history instructors (22.8%) the least.
Since we do not know the rate of participation in such courses and workshops, influences
may be judged weak merely because of non-attendance.

Instructional workshops also were judged somewhat more influential by preprofessional
faculty (53.2%), with nursing providing the strongest endorsement (68.29) of all the
flelds. We note that nursing instructors often have advanced degrees in education or
psychology and so might have a high rate of participation in pedagsgical training.

The fourth group of influences, those judged weakest, included faculty religious beliefs
(13.4%) and political beliefs (6.1%). The patterns were similar for the general education
and preprofessional field faculty in that these influences seem to operate in special cases.
For example, mathematics instructors were least likely to attribute influence to either of
these beliefs, whereas history professors (13.0%) were more likely than their colleagues
toindicate that their political beliefs were influential. Finally, among this least influenti:*

set of influences, less than 209 of the faculty members assigned influence to the way they
had been taught.

Of all the background influences (listed in Table 23), only one varied by college type when
academic fleld was held constant. Specifically, in history, biology, and literature, faculty
in Liberal Arts Il and Comprehenstve Il colleges were more likely than others to say their
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course planning was influenced by their religious beliefs. This result is probably
explained by the fact that these types of colleges often are sponsored by religious
denominations. AppendixF, Table 7 summarizes this information by academic field, but
the differences are not clearly apparent there because of the aggregation into three college
types.

Table 24 gives the intercorrelations among the items tapping the reported influence of
faculty background. Judging from the correlations, faculty members who are influenced
in course planning by religious beliefs are also likely to be influenced by their political
beliefs. There is a relationship between having been influenced by courses in education
and by instructional workshops. Finally, the influences resulting from views about
educational purpose, process, and past teaching experience are assoclated, at least in
faculty perceptions, with their planning,

In a factor analysis of the items in this set, four categories of influential beliefs were
distinguished. In order of derivation they are: (1) beliefs about educational purposes and
processes as well as knowledge gained from teaching experience; (2) preparation as a
scholar or practitioner; (3) training in pedagogy (courses or workshops); and (4) religious
and political beliefs. (For details see Appendix G, Table 5.)

Faculty Beliefs

For pre-college teachers, there is evidence that theories or belief systems guide actions,
although they may operate unconsciously (Clark & Yinger, 1979). At the college level as
well, Dressel and Marcus (1982) have identified associations between instructors’
teaching practices and sets of beliefs. Despite these associations, it is unclear to what
extent educational assumptions are fixed by prior background and soclalization and to
what extent they are modified by the teaching context.

To explore their educational beliefs, in the Reflections study faculty were asked to sort
six cards containing paragraph descriptions of educational assumptions (also referred
to here as beliefs and purposes) and to identify those most and least like their own. The
descriptions were developed to represent conflicting conceptions of curriculum (based on
the work of Eisner & Vallance, 1974) and a pragmatic constraint statement based on the
findings of Seidman (1985). We found that endorsement of particular beliefs varied
strongly with academic fleld, but many faculty members had difficulty deciding which of
two important beliefs was closest to their own. Almost no one chose the pragmatic
constraint statement as the description most like their own belief.

Based on the interviews, we judged that faculty educational beliefs are quite stable,
mediated only modestly by context. In this study we retained, but tightened and clarified,
the six statements of educational purpose. We added two statements contributed by
faculty: to prepare directly for earning a living (reflecting comments from community
college faculty), and to clarify one’s values (reflecting comments by faculty in denomina-
tional colleges). The card sort was changed to a set of Likert-type scales, allowing faculty
members to choose more than one belief as like their own. We also added a question
asking that respondents select the single most important belief statement for them in
their introductory course planning.
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TABLE 24

Intercorrelations of Educational Bellefs and Background Influences on Course Planning®

EDUCATIONAL BELIEFS AND BACKGROUND INFLUENCES

EDUCATIONAL BELIEFS AND Educational Pract-

BACKGROUND INFLUENCES purpose Religious Teaching Politcal Experience Formai Workshop tioner Took Scholw
My religious beliefs 15

My beliefs about Weaching

ar & process 47 17

My political baliefs 16 M 14

Things leamed through

eaching experience k 1] ot K :] 05

Things leamed in formal

education courses 10 1 16 ] 12

Things leamed in

instructional workshons 16 12 . o7 2 G 4]

Things leamed as

practitoner in field 2 o 2 o z 15 Z

Way the course was

taught when | o0k it o4 10 v} o o7 16 12 8

My preparation as a

scholar in the discipline 15 ] 10 ;] 15 19 (¢!] 2 .

My preparation as a

practitioner in the field 19 10 2 05 19 2 b (] 0 <]

Notes: N=2019, M= 2017; correlations greater than .04 are signikcant at p w .06,
*Decimal points omitied.
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1S, Lisied below are several beliels about the purpose and process of eckicalion.

10 the right of each siatement circle the number hat indicates how simiar the stalement
is 10 the beliels that underfie your inroduciory course planning. Afer you have rated all
sislornenis, piease place & eheok In the bex ol the It

you oonsider most like your own beliefe.

situations, studeats leara 1o sdapt te ¢ changing
soclety ead 0 inwrvene where mecessary.

« The main purposs of education is te wack
students how to think effectively. As they mmersct
with course conlsst, studenls must lssrm gemsral
inwilectusl ekills, such s obeerving, classilylng,
anslyzing, and synthesizing. Such skills, once
scquired, can transfer to other situations. In this
wiy, students gein istellectual sutonomy.

C. Whatever the curriculun, effective edication
demands that instructors sttend clossly to
Instructionsl procssses. QCoasis sad objectives
should bs clearly apscified and course procedures
should be aystematically designed to schisve the
objectives. In part, my success a3 an lnstructor
depends on the degres to which studenta

schisve the objectives by the end of the cours.

D. Bducstion should provide atudents with knowledge
and skills that gnable them to eam a living snd
ooatribute (o society’s production. [ believe 2
findameatsl rois for me s sn instructor is to help
students achisve thelr vocational goasle.

B The purposss of educstion and the types of ideas
and akilla that students we to lsarm are determined
for the most part by the collegs mission and
svailable resources. Within these parameters, 1
try to belp students ses the velue of educstion. 1
would change sigaificantly the way | arrangs the
cottent of my courss if | had morm faxibility,

P, Bducation should iavolve students ia 2 series
of personally enriching experiences. To caeet this
broad objective, I sslect conteat that sllows
students (o discover themseives 83 udique
individuals and thus scquire perscaal sutomomy.
I discuss sppropriate activities snd comtest Wwith
students In an offort w ndividualize the course.

0. Ia my judgment, educetion should empbasize
the great products sod discoveries of ths human
mind. Thus, [ selec contsat from my fleld o
cover the major lusas and conospls that
importaat thinkers in the discipline bave
illuminatsd. 1 consider my tesching sucoessful
if students are sble 10 demonstrats both breadth
and depth of knowledge ia my (leid,

H. Whatever the cumiculum, it should belp studeata
clarify their beliefs and valuss snd Whus achisve
commitment and dedicatioa to guide thelr lives. For
ms, the development of values is as educational
oulcoma s important as soquisition of subject
knowlsdge in the field | teach.

Y
4
{
i

Net ot alf like Very much
Lke my belisd Like sy bolisf
|} 3 3 4 S
1 2 3 4 s
1 1 3 4 S
1 2 3 4 S
1 2 3 4 S
1 1 3 4 S
1 1 3 4 S
1 1 3 4 S

(1:68)

(1:69)

(1:70)

(:71)

(1:13)

(1:1%)

(1:74)

(1:79)

Figure 8. Educational beliefs (CPE-I survey question 15, pages 6-7).
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Faculty Ratings of Educational Beliefs

The results of faculty ratings of various beliefs about education as congruent with their
own are shown in Table 25.

About 90% of all faculty in all fields strongly endorsed the belief that the purpose of
education is to teach effective thinking. For general education faculty, first-ranked
effective thinking was followed in order by four beliefs thought tmportant by about equal
percentages of the group, (1) clarifying values and making commitments (60.096), (2)
pursuing systematic instructional goals {56.5%), (3) social change to make the world a
better place (54.0%), and (4) learning the great ideas of humankind (50.2%). In contrast,
only about 13% of the faculty in any fleld felt that their educational beliefs were
constrained by factors beyond their control as they planned their courses.

There was more similarity among faculty beliefs in the three preprofessional flelds we
selected than among those in the nine general ¢ducation fields. Not surprisingly,
preprofessional faculty viewed the vocational purposes of education more positively
(64.9%) than did general education faculty (26 5%). Concurrently, they placed less
importance on learning great ideas humans havs created. In these respects the faculty
in education, nursing, and business more closely resembled their colleagues i science
and mathematics than they resembled those in the humanities. The particu'ar set of
beliefs espoused for the purpose of education clearly would depend on the jreprofes-
sional flelds selected for study.

F<cept for unanimity on the importance of effeciive thinking, and on the unimportance
of constraints, the strength of endorsement for each statement of educailonal belief
varied greatly among the nine general education fields, The following coniparisons were
statistically significant.

* “Clarifying values and developing commitment” was an educational purpose en-
dorsed by more than 50% of faculty in all general education fields except mathemat-
ics (34.4%).

* “Systematic instruction” was endorsed most strongly by faculty members teaching
Romance languages (75.9%) and by over 50% of the faculty in 2ll other fields except
literature (43.5%).

* “Learning to make the world a better place” was most strongly endorsed by faculty
members teaching sociology (78.6%) and psychology (73.7%) and leasi often
endorsed by faculty members teaching mathematics (22.6%).

* “Personal enrichment” was seen as an important educational purpose by more than
40% of faculty in composition, literature, sociology, psychology, and fine arts. In
contrast, only 11.3% of mathematics teachers and 17.19 of biology teachers saw
personal enrichment as an educational purpose congruent with their own introduc-
tory courses.

Not surprisingly, vocational development was not an important educational
purpose for faculty members teaching general education courses to lower division
students. Among them, however, it was most important to mathematics teachers.

There was little variation in educational beliefs by type of college when the academic fields
were considered separately (Appendix F, Table 8). No statistically signtficant differences
were found across the six types of institutions on any educational belief for faculty
teaching sociology, psychology, mathematics, or fine arts. Preprofessional faculty, as
well, seemed to hold educational beliefs stmilar to their colleagues in the same field,
regardless of where they teach. Faculty teaching biology and Romance languages in
Liberal Arts I colleges placed a higher value on personal enrichment and value
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TABLE 25

Bellefa About Educstion ("Much Like My Bellef”)

GENERAL PRE.
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL AL
(n=2105) (n=208) (N=2311)

BELIEF (%) {%) (%)
Social change 52.3 AR 54.0
Effective thinking 80.3 87.7 90.2
Systematic instruction 55.2 69.8 56.5
Vocational development 26.5 64.9 29.9
Determined by mission
and resource constraints 12.7 15.2 12.9
Personal enrichment 35.6 371 35.8
Leam great ideas of humanity 50.9 43.4 50.2
Clarify values and
achieve commitment 59.3 87.2 60.0

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 8-GE and 8-P.
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clarification than facuity teaching in these fields at other types of colleges. Several
differences in beliefs were noted among faculty teaching composition, literature, and
history at different types of colleges, but no pattern to these differences was obvious.

Faculty Members' Preferred Educational Beliefs

After they rated each belief as like or unlike their own, we asked faculty respondents to
choose the single belief that mostresembled theirs. Consistent with their ratings, overall
57.7% of faculty members chose effective thinking as the educational belief or purpose
most like their own. Each of the other descriptions of educational belief received a far
smaller percentage of first choices (Table 26). In Table 27, comparison of the general
education faculty responses on both the ratings of beliefs and the beliefs chosen as “most
like my own” revealed striking differences.

The difficulty in obtaining an endorsement of a single statement as “inost like my belief”
clearly demonstrates that faculty hold multiple beliefs and goals for thelr course, and
these may not readily be arranged in hierarchical order. As an example, nursing faculty
members, w.10 rated several beliefs as “much like their own,” probably found it difficult
and artificial to choose among descriptions of effective thinking, social change, vocational
development, and systematic instruction, among others. Faced with the dilemma of
choosing only one when answering the survey, a substantial number of faculty did not
select one single belief.

The following findings were notable:

* The smallest percentage of faculty choosing effective thinking was in Romance
languages (35.6%). In all other fields, more than 40% of the faculty selected this as
their first choice.

¢ Literature instructors were the strongest proponents of values clarification and
commitment (21.4%). Instructors in other fields ranged between 3.1% (mathemat-
ics) and 11.4% (fine arts).

* In relation to their colleagues, Romance language (21.3%), nursing (16.9%), and
educational psychology (14.09) instructors highly valued systematic instruction.
Less than 109 of faculty in other fields selected this description as thetr first choice.
(Note that these groups of faculty are most likely to have pursued formal courses in
education where systematic instructional plans are often emphasized.)

* Faculty in sociology (31.1%), educational psychology (25.6%), and psychology
(24.0%) frequently chose “making the world a better place” as a most important
educational purpose. Faculty members in mathematics (4.9%) and, surprisingly,
nursing (5.1%) were least likely to see this as like their belief.

* Literature (12.6%) and fine arts (13.0%) instructors most often chose the “transmis-
sion of the great ideas of humanity” as like their belief. Composition and Romance
language teachers least often chose this belief (less than 3%).

* The largest percentage of instructors choosing personal enrichment as the belief
most like theirs was in psychology (10.8%).

* Vocational purposes of education (less than 5.09%) and the belief that one's own
beliefs were constrained by one's situation (less than 4.0%) were chosen by very few
faculty in any general education field as their first choice. As stated earlier, the

choice of vocational purposes was more common (10.3%) among the preprofessional
faculty.

Faculty ratings of the educational beliefs on the five-point scales (see intercorrelations
in Table 28) show that those concerned with development of values as an educational
purpose are also somewhat likely to be concerned with students’ personal and social
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TABLE 20

Most Preferred Educational Bsilef

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(n=2105) (n=208) (N=2311)

PREFERRED BELEEF (%) (%) (%)
Effective thinking 58.6 49.2 577
Systematic inatruction 85 10.8 69
Vocational development 2.2 10.3 29
Determined by mission
and resource constraints 05 0.0 04
Personal enrichment 3.1 2.7 31
Leam great ideas of humanity 6.1 16 57
Clarity values and achieve commitment 9.2 9.2 9.2

References: Appendixes E and F, Tables 8-GE and 9-P,
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Table 27

Preferred Eduvations! Beliefa-Summary

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:
(A) “Ot all stntements given, this is the siatement most iike my own baliel.”

(8) "This stalement ls much ke my beliel.”
(Rated 4 or S on 5-point acale)
AN Fine B

faculty Comp L Hist Soc Psych Bio Math arts Lang poyLh Nure Bue
Eftective thinking AN 577 66.2 48.4 616 484 485 68.9 740 50.3 35.8 419 559 48.2
Acquire general intellectual  (B) 90.2 94.2 87.5 93.6 93.6 839 91.4 93.4 84.6 82.9 87.2 92.4 84.8
skills 10 use in many situations
Soclal change (A 140 85 12,6 16.1 3 240 155 49 8.1 213 25.6 5.1 19.3
To make the world a (B 540 536 51.2 61.4 785 73.8 45.5 22.6 495 57.0 76.6 69.6 68.3
better piace for al
Values (A) 9.2 98 214 80 10.7 48 57 3l 11.4 11.3 9.3 6.8 108
Help students clarify 8 .00 64.9 78.5 67.6 59.7 57.2 50.9 34.5 60.3 55.0 66.0 80.6 57.8
values and beliefs, develop
dedicaton, cpmmitmom to
guiding principles
Systematic instruction (A) 6.9 6.1 16 13 08 54 47 90 8.1 219 149 16.9 48
regardiess of specific (B) 565 55.6 43.5 50.0 525 53.9 50.5 62.1 54.0 759 74.5 82.1 58.3
cuiriculum
Great |deae
Emphasize great (A) 5.7 2.7 12.6 94 6.6 48 47 4.2 13.0 0.6 4.7 1.7 0.9
products and ciscoveries (8) 50.2 344 727 66.9 56.4 66.1 50.2 39.8 66.3 28.3 425 44.8 429
of the human mind; great
thinkers,concepts in field
Personal enrichment (A) kR 3.2 a3 1.8 08 108 0.0 0.0 6.5 3.8 23 34 24
Students discover themselves, (B) 358 50.9 48.3 25.7 43.2 43.9 171 1.3 51.3 31.2 36.0 41.8 k7
deveiop personal auonomy
Vocatlonal (A) 29 29 0.0 18 16 06 05 49 2.7 25 23 10.2 14.5
Prepare to eam a kving, B 209 308 12.9 17.3 194 23.3 23.0 48.0 21.2 27.8 489 68.7 70.4
contribute to society's
production
Constrained (A) 0.4 05 0.0 0.0 00 1.2 0.0 00 0.0 3.1 00 00 0.0
by college mission and | 129 13.7 121 116 10.7 1.3 13.2 11.6 9.5 21.3 10.6 13.7 8.7

resources-lite flexibility
for own views
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development. A similar modest relationship exists between believing in the importance
of vocational education and belleving in a systematic educr .ionial process. Since faculty
in two of the preprofessional fields, educational psychology and nursing, are among the
most likely of all those we surveyed to have had formal pedagogical training, it is possible
this relationship s an artifact of differences in background. Such a relationship might

not appear, for example, if we had chosen introductory courses in architecture and
Journalism,

Consistent with the correlations in Table 28, a factor analysis of the scaled responses (1
to 5) for these educational beliefs resulted in a weak solution with two potential factors:
Factor 1: abelief that education has the purpose of social change, personal enrichment,
and values clarification and commitment; and Factor 2: a belief that education should
involve systematic instruction and be vocationally directed (Appendix G, Table 6). Since
these assoclations were weak, however, it is probably more accurate to think of the eight
belief descriptions as representing unique and distinct conceptions of educational
purpose,

To explore the relationships between faculty beliefs about educat.on and influences they
rated as important when selscting topics for their course, we correlated the beliefs and
content selection influences discussed earlier. The results, shown in Table 29, confirm
the consistency between faculty ratings of the educational beliefs and their reports of how
they apply these beliefs in course planning. To cite just a few examples, the importance
of linking course concepts to social probiems is correlated with a belief that education
should help students promote social change (.56); a belief in personal enrichment is
correlated with choosing content that fosters student development {.42); a belief in value
clarification as an educational purpose is related to linking concepts to social problems
(.37) and to making a contribution to student development (.43).

Table 30 shows the correlations of faculty self-reports about beliefs and background
characteristics that influence them and their reports of reasons for choosing specific
content. This table, too, shows expected patterns, although the relationships are less
pronounced.

Summary

Our examination of the responses faculty gave to questions about their disciplines, their
backgrounds, and their educational beliefs reinforced our earlier sense that these
influences on course planning are difficult to separate. While including all of these
aspects of a faculty member's thinking as “content” creates some confusion, we have
retained this broad category in our model. In an attempt to create a more parsimonious
set of influence factors based on the inclustve idea of content, we factored, as a single
set, responses to the several sets of influence items concerned with faculty background,
disciplinary influences, and selection of content. As in all factor analyses, a number of
solutions could be chosen as the bes\ interpretation. We chose a six-factor solution
accounting for 40.5% of the variance. Based on the most characteristic items, the six
content and background-related influence factors mentioned below seem to describe the
relationships underlying the sets of responses to content and background questions
(Appendix G, Table 7 for details). The factors are listed in order of their importance to
the total faculty sample.

To complete our descriptive analysis, we briefly discuss correlations of these six content
inflluence factors with faculty choices of discipline descriptions and with faculty ratings
of the importance of various educational beliefs.
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TABLE 20

Intercorrelation of Facuity Educstional Bellefs®

EDUCATIONAL BELIEF
EDUCATIONAL BELEF Change Think System Vocatonsl  Pragmatic  Personal  Great ideas
Effective thinking 17
Systematic instruction 00 15
Vocational preparation 12 10 k ;]
Pragmatic constraints 12 4] 12 PR
Personal enrichment k ] H o 17 2
Leam great ideas ' o 15 ® 3 14 '
Clarify values 42 14 12 12 1% 44 %

Notes: N« 2040, f = 2047; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p = 05,
‘Decimal points omitted.
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TABLE 2¢

Correlation of Educational Bellrfs with Reasons for Selecting Course Content*

EDUCATIONAL BELIEFS
REASONS FOR SELECTING CONTENT m El:\'on.ﬁ:lv: sk!m:: Vg::w Conastraints Onmt UL:.?”MO"& w
Understand important concepts and principles in field 05 19 " 13 ) 04 2 (3
Be introduced 1o the mode of inquiry in fiekd 18 » 05 ) 08 7 2 18
Acquire essential skills in field 01 18 3 z ) o7 08 o
See importance of relating fiekd 10 other fields > 21 0 13 1" 2 19 2
Link concepis in fiek! * social problams 5 g 08 o4 10 > P @
Field can make important contributi 1 iiudent development 3 13 0 o7 o7 ® 21 o
Acquire speciaized vocabulary 'n fieid at early stage 6 0 P > 15 0 8 0
Examine diverse views about whatis worth studying in fieid 37 2 o1 0 16 R N »

sasmo) abanoy Awonpaguy Guuunyy

Notes: N = 2214, f = 2212; comelations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05.
*Decimal points omitied.
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TABLE 30

Correlation of Feculty Educationsi Bellefs and Background with Reasons for Selecting Course Content*

REASONS FOR SELECTING CONTENT
important Mode Essential interrelation Social Student Special Diverse
INFLUENCE OF BACKGROUND AND BELIEFS concepts inquiry skils of fisids problems deveiop vocabulary views
My beliefs about educational purpose 17 M 0 - - ] k] 00 1]
My religious bekiols 16 o5 01 00 19 12 o4 15
My beliefs about teaching as a process 10 18 16 a3 18 3 o5 15
My political beliefs 03 10 05 0 3 14 07 a
Things leamed twough Weaching wiperience 13 10 19 2 08 2 08 08
Things leamed in formal education courses 10 08 09 15 14 14 3 "
Things leamed in instructional workshops o4 06 .4 17 13 ) 18 10
Things leamed as practitioner in fiekd ® 10 19 0 1" a 05 12
Way the course was taught when | took it 10 (0 ] o7 o7 o ¢] 02 12 07
My preparation as a scholar in the discipiine 3 2 00 2 16 14 14 P
My preparation as a practitioner in the field 12 “ 17 -] 13 ) 1" 19

Notes: N« 1002, of = 1900; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p « .05,

‘Decimal points omitted.
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TABLE 31

llomlomhlga Undorlzlng Content and Blckﬂund-nolltod influences

57

IMPORTANCE

Unstan-
dardized
Factor
Mean

S.0.

STANDARDIZED
FACTOR MEAN

Low
Field

High
Fleid

1

Importance of acquiring disciplinary
and interdisciplinary concepts
(mode of inquiry, great ideas,
inwerelatedness of ideas). (Factor 3)

Influence of instructor's training
as scholar and practitioner. (Factor 4)

Importance of vocational
development, career search;
influence of instructor's
pedagogical training. (Factor 2)

Importance of students' personal
and intellectual development
(search for meaning, integration
of idoas, diverse viewpoints

and desire to investigate

on ona's own). (Factor |)

Influence of instructor's
religious beliefs, political
beliefs; importance of and
instructor interest in solving
social problems. (Factor 5)

Influence of instructor's
teaching experience and beliels
about educational purpose and
process. (Factor 6)

453

2.62

1.90

1.73

1.414

0.87

0.86

0.81

0.85

0.83

0.80

0.64

0.68

0.73

0.55

-1.60

-0.86

6.92

§.50

5.48

4.37

407

4.28

Mote: Facior 1 indicates the first factor i ba derived, that is, the one that accounts for the grealest variation among responses.
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Substantial correlations (greater than .30) between the six influence scores and the
ratings of educational belief statements (Table 32) confirm that the influences faculty
report are congruent with the beliefs or educational purposes they endorsed.

Correlations between the six content influence factors and scores representing discipline
characterizations also showed expected patterns (Table 33). And, faculty teaching in
various disciplines differ significantly on all of the six influence scores. In contrast,
correlations were low (all less than .30) between the content influence factors and
demographic variables (sex, age, degree, rank, full-time, tenure status, length of teaching
experience), indicating that disciplinary influences are relatively independent of personal
data (Table 34). Theinteresting correlation that stands out inthistable is the relationsh/*
among low academic rank, little teaching experience, and the factor involving a
pedagogical/vocational influence, It appears that faculty members with the least status
report either the strongest vocational orientation or the most pedagogical training, or
both.

We conclude this section of the report on content, a term we have used to include both
academic fleld and the associated background and beliefs of faculty tesching in that field,
by suggesting that there are substantial and consistent patterns of correlation between
faculty members' background and preparation, the way they view their disciplines, their
educational beliefs, and the reported influence of their discipline when they plan
introductory courses. We suspect that it is possible, using cluster analysis, to identify
three or more groups of faculty based on content factors. Of course, if faculty teaching
in introductory courses other than those selected for this study were also included, a
greater variety of patterns might be found.
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TABLE 32

Correlation of Educational Bellefs with Derlved Content Fadtors®

DERNCD CONTENT FACTORS
Pedagogical
PersonaV/ training/
inwllectual  vocational Concept  Scholarly  Religious/ Educa .onal
EDUCATIONAL BELIEFS development  orientation  leaming training political beliefs beliefs
Social change 8 12 0 13 k)| ]
Effective thinking 10 o4 3 [+ ] 08 3
Systematic instruction 05 k] 1 " 02 2
Vocational development 03 54 w 0] 08 <]
Determined by mission and resource -] b ® (¢ ) 15 ol
constraints 1
Personal enrichment 4% 18 ® 17 15
Leaming great ideas of humanity 3 02 k<] % 18 03
Clarify values and achieve commitment <] 10 10 13 Z S
Notes: N = 2082, of = 2080; conelations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05.
‘Decimal points omitted.
TABLE 33
Correlstion of Content Fsctors snd Disclpline Factors®
DERIVED CONTENT FACTORS

Pedagogical
Personal/ training/
intellectual  vocational Concept  Scholarly  Religious/ Educational

DERIVED DISC!PLINE FACTORS development orientation leaming training polidcal beliefs beliefs
Group of scholars sharing common 4 Q7 ] “ K 1] 0
interests and values

Learning and applying skilis Q7 k7 01 % -1§ ']
Organized body of concepts and operations -12 18 k| 06 08 (]

Notes: N = 2018, f = 2014; correlations groater han .04 are significant a1 p = 05,
‘Decimal points omitted.



TABLE 34

Correlation of Content Factors with Demographic Characteristics of Faculty*

DERIVED CONTENT FACTORS
Pedagogical Organized
Personal/ training/ Educa- Group of Leam body of

FACULTY Intellectual vocational Concept Scholarly Religious/ tional scholars and apply concepts and
CHARACTERISTIC development orientation leaming training political beliefs beliefs sharing skills operations
Sex 06 ] 07 04 04 b1] 01 ] o
Age 1 ¢] 03 00 06 ® @ 02 06 00
Academic rank e 24 o1 ® 07 08 -15 01
Employment

FulvPart tme 04 ] 03 03 m 09 04 08 00
Tenured 00 16 e ¢} o o7 04 08 o1
Yoars full-time
college teaching 00 -18 01 )] 02 07 ¢ ¢] -10 01

Notea: N = 1064, df « 1962; comelatons greater than .04 we significant at p= 05,

‘Decimal points omitted.
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Chapter 3. Context

American colleges vary greatly, and the possible number of contextual influences on
course planning is substantial. For the most part, we drew on practical experience in
constructing initial lists of potential influences that go beyond discipline and background
considerations. Then, in interviews, we identified those influences that faculty members
mentioned frequently and those that seemed important only in special situations. We
also observed those contextual influences that faculty members tended to link as they
discussed course planning with us. This refinement process enabled us to develop seven
groups of common influences that seem to adequately represent what faculty might
attend to in course planning: college goals, program goals, student characteristics and
goals, external influences, facilities and staff assistance, pragmatic factors such as
schedules and class size, and sources or services on the campus. In this chapter on

contextual influences, we will discuss what we have learned about each of these groups
of influences,

Faculty Perceptions of College and Program Goals

Although considerable research has been done on college missions and goals, faculty
goals for specific courses and academic programs have been studied less frequently.
Faculty course goals may be either explicit or implicit, and they may or may not relate
closely to the overall college or program missions. Thus, we explored faculty perceptions
of whether their course planning was influenced by program goals, college goals, or both.

In the Reflections study we found, in general, that faculty considered college goals
relatively unimportant in their course planning, except when college goals dictated level
of student preparation (e.g., an open-door community college or a highly selective liberal
arts college) or were especially prominent (e.g., a strong religious orientation). In some
colleges, however, recent emphasis on improving general education seemed to have
heightened faculty consciousness about college goals. This was particularly true when
core curricula were being developed and in subjects where faculty who preferred toteach
their own majors recently had been assigned to teach courses for general education
purposes. Incontrast to college goals, program goals frequently were strongly influential
as faculty planned courses.

In the Reflections study, we asked faculty members to respond to an open-ended probe:
“Tell me about the program that sponsors this course,” and we listened for mentions of
program goals in the answers. Additionally, we presented eight continua about program
goals. We asked faculty members to tell us what the endpoints of the continua meant
to them and, if possible, where their program should be placed on each continuum. The
continua initially used dealt with: learning or applying concepts: educating for first
degree versus further education; student orientation versus subject orientation; close
versus loose coordination; production of knowledge (research) versus transmitting
knowledge (teaching); and service to society versus other types of service orientations, We
soon discovered that these items served as provocative conversation starters but,
phrased as continua, were likely to produce ambiguous data. Faculty seldom viewed the
endpoints of these continua as real dichotomies.

Through the interviews, we found that the tmportance of program goals in course
planning varied by academic fleld as well as by institutional setting. For example, in
nursing, careful attention to program goals is fostered by such external forces as
accreditation, state examination requirements, and the need to collaborate with practice
sites. In other cases, program goals are important because of the hierarchical nature of
the discipline. Especially in science and mathematics, many faculty Tiembers view
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courses, and even study topics, as building blocks, not to be left to the whim of individual
instructors. Incontrast. faculty members in other disciplines (for example, literature and
sociology) may consider the instructor’s desire, expertise, and even caprice as essential
to free academic exploration and creative teaching.

Finally, a wide variety of program coordination patterns stemmed from college mission
or local traditions. In some colleges, programs were so tightly coordinated that
instructors teaching sections of introductory courses covered the same lesson on the
same day; in others, section leaders in the same course had carte blanche.

As the interviews progressed, we sensed that goals were related to three types of
autonomy: (1) student autonomy in course choice (versus many prescribed courses); (2)
instructor autonomy in course planning (versus strong coordination); and, finally, (3)
program autonomy from the college as a whole (versus strong coordination of programs).
In addition to observing these three loci of autonomy, we noted that autonomy (or its
opposite, coordination) may stem from different sources (e.g., the hierarchical nature of
the fleld, deliberate faculty attempts to interrelate disciplines, a distinctive college
mission, external demands, or other factors). We became interested in the extent to
which these important aspects of autonomy (or coordination) can be assessed, irrespec-
tive of Carnegle type of inistitution, and can influence course and program planning.

In the Course Planning Exploration (CPE), we asked faculty to select a primary descriptor
and goal for the program unit offering the course from among several options (Figure 9).
In addition, faculty respondents were asked tc characterize both their college and the
sponsoring program on five-point scales according to emphasis on each of the following:
mission (research, teaching, applied study), distinctiveness of mission, degree of
coordination, interrelatedness, and prescriptiveness (Figure 10). We also attempted to
incorporate and explore the three dimeasions of autonomy mentioned earlier through a
set of brief statements (Figure 11). Finally, we asked faculty to indicate how strongly the
goals of the college and sponsoring program influence them in planning an introductory
course (Figure 12).

Organizationsl Units Sponsoring Introductory Courses

Most faculty members reported that the unit spensoring their course was either a single-
field department (67.6%) or a multi-field division (19.4%) (Table 35). Ott.er types of
administrative arrangements were mientioned by only 13% of the faculty. Faculty
members teaching history (25.7%), sociology (40.0%), and psychology (24.6%), and
business (36.3%) were most likely to report a divisional sponsor. Reflecting common
differerices in the organizational patterns of different types of colleges, the two-year
college faculty were most likely to report a divisional sponsor and the de toral and
compre..énsive colleges a departmental sponsor.

Faculty members were given options to describe the primary goal of the organizational
unit that sponsors their introductory course, typically the department or division (Table
35). Overall, 53.5% of the faculty in the nine general education fields cited a general
education goai for their department or division, 21.8% believed the primary purpose was
preparing majors, and only 1.7% reported the key goal to be preparing students for
graduate and professional school. For the professional schools, of course, the unit goals
reported were fuite different: 42.2% of the faculty members said the unit primarily
prepared majors, 40.8% said it prepared students directly for careers, and only 7.8% sald
its purpose was general education. Inall, 13.5% of the faculty surveyed saw the purpose
of {neir unit as preparing students for transier to four-year colleges. Since about half of
ihetotal faculty responding were from community college~ * is cleartransfer preparation
is viewed as only one of several teaching functions in t.1 .. settings.
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10. What type of organizational unit has immediate responsibility for offering this course? (1:29)
Please check the single most accurate description.

8 department composed of facuity from one academic or ocrupational field
a division composed of faculty from several occupationul or academic fields
& sequence or subprogram within an academic or cccupationai depariment

da broadly based college commitiee (¢.g., geaeral education committee, trade
and technical education commitiee)

a college-wide administrative uait
other (please specify)

11. What would you say is the primary goal of the organizational unit that sponsors your (1:26)
Introductory coursa? (Check one)

D to offer gencral education courses to students in the college

to prepare majors in an academic field

to prepare students for wansfer to four-year colleges

to prepare students for direct career entry

to prepare students for entry to graduate and professional schools
D other (please specify)

Figure 9. Organizational unit's primary goal (CPE-I survey, questions 10-11, page 2).
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12. Piease circle the appropriate number on each scale at the right to indicale how true wach
stalement is for:
a. your college (or university) as a whole, and
b. the organizational unit (program) that sponsors your course
a. My college b. My program
Not Not
at all Very at all Very
true true rue true
Teaching is a major goal 1 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 4 5 :::;;
Research is a major goal 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:29)
(1:30)
Students should learn concepts 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:33
(1:3
Students should apply concepts 1 2 3 4 5§ 1 2 3 4 5 (:;:;
(1:
Course content is tightly 1 2 3 4 5§ 1 2 3 4 5 (1:39)
coordinated (1:36)
Student programs arc largely 1 2 3 4 3 1 2 3 4 5§ (1:37)
prescribed (1:38)
The mission is distinctive 1 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 4 S (1:29)
(1:40)
The mission is clearly understood | 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 4 5 (1:41)
by faculty (1:42)
Courses are very much interrelasted 1 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 4 5§ g::;
Programs are very much 1t 2 3 4 5 (1:48)
interrelated (1:46)

Figure 10. Organizational emphasis (CPE-I survey, question 12, page 3).
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13. Pleasas circle the appropriate number on the scale at the right of each paragraph below to indicate
how well the statement describes the program that sponsors the introductory course yoll teach.

Not at all Yeay much
like my program like my program

A. In my program, faculty believe that students learn 1 2 3 4 L (1:47)
most effectively when they follow their own interests.
Thus, we offer a rather broad range of courses and
learning experiences and allow students to choose
from them.

B. In my program, we are guided by the belief that all 1 2 3 4 ] (1:40)
students should cover similar topics in introductory
courses. Decisions about course content, thercfore,
are made by a group of faculty or the chairperson or
they reflect employer needs. Therefore | have litile
autonomy in selecting the content.

C. In general, content and skills aught in my program 1 2 3 4 s (1:49)
are hicrarchical in nature. Consequently, the faculty
feel it is essential for students to enroll in courses
in a specific sequence 30 that each course seives
as pant of a set of building blocks.

D. In my program, the faculty believe it is important to 1 2 3 4 5 (1:50)
link course content with the topics taught in other
fields. Therefore, as we help students plan their
programs, we stress to them that they should enroll
in courses in other programa.

E. At my college, many curricular decisions are made 1 2 3 4 5 (1:51)
outside the program. Decisions about what courses
students should take, what the course content should
be, and in what sequence the courses should be taken
are ofien decided in committees or forums other than
within the program, particularly for introductory
courses.

Figure 11, Autonomy in course planning (CPE-I survey, question 13, page 4).
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IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not at Very

all strongly
The distinctive goals of my collega 1 2 3 4 5 (2:50)
The specific goals of my program or department. 1 2 3 4 S (2:51)
Tre general reaponsibility of my program i 1 2 3 4 S (2:52)
contributing to the college
The extent to which my program prescribes what 1 2 3 4 5 (2:93)
1 teach
The extent to which content is interrelated with | 2 3 4 5 (2:34)
other programs
The requirements of courses students will take later 1 2 3 4 S (2:59)
Other

Figure 12. Organizational influences (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 11).

TABLE 35

Characteristics of Introductory Course

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(M=2105) (rm208) (N=2311)
CHARACTERISTIC (%) (%) (%)
Unit offering course
t—single field 6a.1 659 67.6
Division—several fields 19.2 224 12:
Sequence or subprogram of department 43 6.3 .
College commitiee 2.7 20 26
College-wide unit a5 1.0 33
Other 28 29 27
Primary gosl of sponsoring unit
Genaral education 53.5 78 48.9
Prepaie majors 218 422 23.4
Prepare students for transfer 14.6 49 135
Prepare directly for careers 23 40.8 57
Prepare for graduate/ professional school 1.7 1.0 186
Other 7.2 34 698

References: Appendixes E and F, Tables 10-GE and 10-P,
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Among faculty members teaching nonprofessional introductory, courses, 50 to 60% saw
general education as the primary organizational purpose of the unit. The exceptions were
faculty members teaching psychology (43.8%), biology (31.1%), and mathiematics
(36.3%), who were least likely to see general education as their programs’ purpose. In
these same fields, faculty were likely to see as important educational purposes both
prepa’ i of majors (psychology, 30.3%; biology, 36.3%; mathematics, 33.3%) and
preparuiy, students for transfer (psychology, 17.4%; biology, 15.6%; mathematics,
19.0%).

Very few faculiy ' ss than 10%) teaching the general education courses said career
preparation was w.ne primary purpose of their program. As expected, this was not true
of the three preprofessional fields. Faculty inthese threefields were about equally divided
in saying their program prepared majors (42.2%) and prepared students directly for
careers (40.8)%; of course, these are not mutually exclusive categories.

Characteristics of Sponsoring Programs

Probing more fully into faculty members' perceptions of the sponsoring program, we
asked them torespond to several statements about program dimensions. Using the same
five-point scale, we asked the same questions about the college (Figure 10).

In discussing the responses, we focus first on questions about the nisston and goals of
the program and college and on whether faculty view them as distinctive and well
understood. Later, we turn to faculty perceptions of program and college coordination,
prescription, and interrelationships.

Faculty Perceptions of Program Goals

More than 80% of all responding faculty groups felt that teaching was a major goal of the
program sponsoring their course; this perception did not differ significantly across
academic flelds or across types of institutions. In contrast, less than 20% of faculty felt
that research was a major program goal; the smallest percentages were in the preprofes-
sional flelds. Faculty teaching in literature, history, biology, and Romance languages
were most likely to sav research was a major goal of their program. These results are
summarized in Table: 36 and 37.

Irrespective of field, a slightly smaller percentage of faculty teaching in comprehensive
and doctoral universities said that teaching was a major goal. And, sirnilarly, when
disciplines were constdered separately, the perception of research as a program goal
differed significantly across college types in the manner expected. That is, faculy
members in doctoral universities were most likely to report research as a program goal,

whereas those in two-year colleges (and occasionally Liberal Arts II colleges) were least
likely to do so.

Seeing that students learn concepts was a program goal for nearly 30% of the faculty, with
little variation across disciplines, Overall, a slightly smaller percentage of instructors feli
that the program goals required st idents to apply concepts as distinct from learning
them. Here we cbserved a few fields where applying concepts wus seen as a more
important program goal than learning them (composition, 90.2%; educational psychol-
ogy, 95.7%; and Romance languages, 88.6%). In the remzining fields, application was
viewed as constderably less important. There was relative unanimity of response within
fields, irrespective of college type. The only disciplines where differences occurred by type
of college were biology and fine arts. It is not clear why biology faculty and fine arts faculty
in doctoral universities put less emphasis on both learning and applying concepts.

o
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TABLE 38

Percelved Characteristics of Sponsoring Programs (“True of My Program”)

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(nw2105) (n=208) (N=2311)
CHARACTERISTIC (%) (%) (%)
Teaching a major goal 91.1 97.0 91.6
Research a major goal 19.7 9.4 18.8
Students should leam concepts 87.8 91.6 88.1
Students should apply concepts 826 921 83.5
Mission is distinctive 60.0 822 62.0
Mission is understood by faculty 71.3 858 726

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 11-GE and 11-P.

TABLE 37

Faculty Views of Goals In Thelr Program, by Acsdemlc Fleld

PERCENTAGE OF .". CULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:
(A) "Teaching is a major goal in mv program.”
(B) “Research is a major goal in my program.”

(A) (B)
“TEACHING" *RESEARCH
ACADEMIC FIEL' IS GOAL® IS GOAL®
English composition 90.7 149
Literature 88.7 249
History 90.7 273
Sociology 935 15.2
Psychology 96.1 18.9
Biology weee . B79 21.9
Mathematics 898 16.4
Fine arts 927 18.6
Romance languages 929 219
Educational psychology 979 13.0
Nursing 980 60
Business 955 10.0
Al faculty 916 18.8

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 11-GE and 11 P.
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Distinctiveness and Clarity of Program Mission

Over 60% of the faculty responding think their program's mission is distinctive, and over
70% believe it is understood by the faculty (Table 38; also Table 36). Significant
differences exist across flelds; the lowest percentages of faculty believing the program
mission is distinctive are in psychology (49.7%) and soctology (50.096), while the highest
percentages are in nursing (98.5%), educational psychology (87.29), fine arts (73.19¢),
and Romance languages (70.4%). The differences among fields regarding distinctiveness
of program mission are not statistically significant.

When discipline is held constant, faculty in most fields differ by college types on whether
the program mission is distincttve or understood by faculty or both. Except in sociology,
faculty respondents in comprehensive and doctoral universities are more likely than
others to report that a mission is not distinctive and not clearly understood.

Faculty Perceptions of College Goals

Faculty were asked how they perceived college goals and mission. The questions were
parallel to those about their program-level perceptions. The summary results are seen
in Table 39. More detail about responses to the missions of teaching and research are
in Table 40.

About 85% of faculty felt that teaching was a major college goal (fewer than perceived
teaching as an important goal for their own program), and this percentage did not differ
significantly across academic fields.

Although we have not shown the distribution by college type in the text tables, faculty
views of whether teaching is a college goal differed significantly by college type for
essentially all disciplines. In every fleld, a smaller percentage of faculty at doctorai
universities said that teaching was a major college goal. This plausible result was in
contrast to the unanimity across college types for program goals.

Overall, only 19.2% of faculty said that research was a major goal of their college (similar
to the response for their own program). These results indicate that, at least in faculty
perceptions a stronger college emphasis on teaching does not necessarily reduce the
emphasis on research when the two are considered separately.

Faculty teaching the soclal sciences were least likely to percetve research as a college goal
(sociology, 13.7%; and psychology, 11.1%) while 20 to 38% of faculty members tcaching
Romance languages, literature, history, mathematics, edv.cational psychology, and
nursing perceived research as a stronger college mission. Fx »:me flelds (particularly
in scientific areas), faculty members perceived the research 1::'<5ion as stronger at the
program lcvel; for other fields, faculty appear to believe research is a goal supported more
strongly by the college than by the program.

When disciplines were considered separately, the perception of research as a college goal
differed significantly across college types as expected; that is, faculty in doctoral
universities were most likely to report research as a college goal and faculty at two-year
colleges were least likely tc do sc.

Seeing that students “learn concepts” was viewed as a college goal by 75.8% of faculty
respondents, with little variation across disciplines. Asmaller percentage overall (67.99)
of the faculty in the nine general educition fields felt that college goals required students
to “apply concepts,” while 74.9% of the pre-professional faculty members saw this as an
important coliege mission. As was true for program goals, faculty were divided between

1Y)
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TABLE 3

Facuity Views of Distinctiveness and Clarlty of Program Mission

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

“My program's miasion is:*

(A) Distinctive.”
(B) Well underatood by taculty.”

(A) (8)
DISTINCTIVE WELL UNDERSTOOD
English composition 60.4 70.7
Literatwre 63 737
History 52.7 87.3
Sociology 50.0 70.4
Psychology 49.7 64.9
Biology 54.3 68.0
Mathematics 63.4 75.2
Fine arts 73.1 75.3
Romance languages 704 76.2
Educational psychology 87.2 89.3
Nursing 98.5 96.9
Business 67.4 75.5
Al facuity 62.0 726

Raterence: Appendixes £ and F, Tables 11-GE and 11-P,

TABLE 39

Percelved Characteristics of College (“True of My College™)

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL AlL
(n=21085) {Pm208) (M2311)
CHARACTERISTIC (%) (%) (%)
Teaching a major goal 84.3 89.2 84.8
Raesearch a major goal 19.4 16.6 19.2
Students should learv concepts 75.1 829 75.8
Students shoulkd apply concepts 67.9 74.9 68.5
Mission is distinctive 525 743 54.4
Mission is undeistood by faculty 548 729 56.4

Hefersnce: Appendixes E und F, Tables 12-GE and 12-P.
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TABLE 40

Facuity Views of Goals In Their Colloge, by Avedemic Field

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

(A} “Teaching is a major goal in my cotiege.”
(8) *Resoarch is a major goal in my college.”

(A (8)

“TEACHING *RESEARCH

IS A GOAL” S AGOAL®
English composition 84.7 15,3
Literature 770 25.0
History 859 233
Saciology 87.0 13.6
Psychology 89.3 1.1
Biology 85.0 18.1
Mathematics , 84.2 20
Fine arts 852 19.9
Remarnce languages 834 30.0
£ducational psychology 788 36.2
Nursing 94.0 388
Business 91.2 9.9
All faculty 84.8 19.2

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 12-GE and 12-P.
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flelds where applying concepts was seen as more important than learning concepts
(composition, math, Romance languages, educational psychology, and business) and the
remaining flelds, where application was viewed as considerably less important.

There is consistency in faculty perceptions of college goals within flelds, irrespective of
college type. The only differences within disciplines by type of college occur in
mathematics and fine arts. The reasons for differences in these flelds are not clear.

Distinctiveness and Clarity of College Mission

Nearly 55% of the faculty thought their college’s mission was distinctive, and about the
same percentage (56%) believe it is understood by the faculty. Both of these percentages
are smaller than for the program mission; in general, program missions are viewed as
more distinctive and better understood. Faculty in the varied academic fields differ on
whether they percetved the college mission as distinctive but not in whether they believe
itis understood. Specifically, history, psychology, sociology, and biology faculty were less
likely than faculty in other fields to view college mission as distinctive (less than 50%).
While over 70% of some groups felt their program mission was distinctive and well
understood (Table 38), only in nursing did a very high percentage of faculty view the
collegemission as both distinctive and well understood. This information is summarized
in Table 41.

When disciplines are examined separately, seemingly random differences occur by
college type on whether the college mission is distinctive or understood by faculty. These
differences are found among faculty members teaching composition, history, biology, fine
arts, and mathematics.

Coordination, Prescription, and Interrelateduess of Courses at the Program Level

We were interested in the extent to which faculty believe that programs coordinate course
planning, prescribe student programs, and mske deliberate attempts to interrelate
courses (Tables 42 and 43 summarize our resu!'ts).

Overall, 55.7% of faculty respondents felt that their program tightly coordinated its
courses. There was a considerable range in perception, however, from sociology (37.5%)
to mathematics (76. 1%) to nursing (97.0%). Holding academic field constant, differences
across the six college types on whether there was tight coordination were reported only
by composition and history instructors.

Overall, 57.2% of the respanding faculty felt that students’ programs of study were largely
prescribed by their units. The variation ranged from 42.1% in history to 64.3% in
mathematics and 96.9% in nursing. Holding academic field constant, there were no
statistically significant differences across the six college types.

Overall, 60.8% of faculty felt that courses within their program were interrelated. Again,
there was variation across disciplines, ranging from 46.3% in history to 70.3% in
mathematics and 97.09 in nursing. Across the six college types, faculty in history and
biology perceived differing amounts of interrelatedness within programs differently. At
the doctoral universities, faculty reported less interrelatedness than they did at other
types of colleges. We remind the reader that the responses represent faculty perceptions
of the extent of coordination, not the extent that exists on any objective measure. It is
possible that faculty members in certain fields may report low coordination because they
perceive current levels to be itnadequate, or they may report high levels of coordination
if they are concerned that they have insufficient autonomy.

0
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TABLE 41

Facuity Views of Distinctiveness and Clarity of College Mission

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

“The college mission Is:*

(A} “Distinctive”

(B) *Wail undersiood by faculty.” : (8

A) )
DISTINCTIVE WELL UNDERSTOOD

English composition 54.0 55.3
Literature 57.8 61.2
History 46.3 51.5
Sociology 45.9 51.1
Psychology 49.7 495
Biolegy 48.4 529
Mathematics 556.3 575
Fine arts §7.0 54.6
Romance languages §5.7 57.4
Educational psychology 745 68.1
Nursing 89.6 87.7
Business 66.7 64.9
All faculty 544 56.4

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 12-GE and 12-P.

TABLE 42

Percelved Coordination at Program Level and Coliege Level

EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(m=2105) (n=208) (N=2311)

CHARACTERISTIC (%) (%) (%)
Program level

Course tightly coordinated 84,1 71.8 55.7

Student programs largely prescribed 54.8 81.0 §7.2

Courses are interrelated 58.3 85.7 60.8
College level

Course tightly coordinated 33.0 43.6 34.0

Student programs largely prescribed 48.1 58.7 49.0

Courses are interrelated A 473 28.9

Programs are interrelated 23.0 347 241

Reterence: Appendixea E and F, Tables 12-GE and 12-P.
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TABLE &3

Faculty Views of Program Coordination, Prescription, and Course interrelatedness

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

in my progrem,

{A) *Courses are tightly coordinated.”
{B) "Student programs are largely prescribed.”
(C) "Courses are very much interrelated.”

Q) (8) (©)
COORDINATED PRESCRIBED WTERRELATED

English composition 521 58.7 §9.6
Literature 49.3 53.2 50.5
History 425 42.1 463
Sociology 375 42,2 55.9
Psychology 38.9 434 55.0
Biology 50.2 5§5.2 55.9
Mathematics 76.1 64.3 70.3
Fine arts 62.8 835 59.8
Romance languages 67.6 62.6 69.4
Educational psychology 65.2 89.1 80.8
Nursing 97.0 96.9 97.0
Business 56.6 65.1 80.0

Al taculty 55.7 57.2 60.8

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 12-GE and 12-P.
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Coordination, Prescription, and Interrelatedness of Courses at the ollege Level

Questions about the extent to which the college coordinates courses, prescribes student
programs, and attempts to interrelate courses were parallel to those asked about
programs. A summary view of these comparisons is given in Table 44.

Overall, only 34% of responding faculty felt that their college strongly coordinated
programs (as compared to 55% who viewed the program as exercising strong coordina-
tion). The range of different perceptions about college coordination is narrower than for
programs, from psychology (23.29%), history (25.0%) and sociology (25.59) to Romance
languages (46.0%), mathematics (43.0%), and nursing (49.2%). When academic field is
held constant, differences across the six college types occurred only in history.

According to 49% of the faculty, their college prescribes student programs of study less
than their program does (57%). There were no significant differences across the nine
general education fields in faculty perspectives about whether there is college-level
prescription, but among the pre-professional fields, faculty reported greater prescriptive-
ness. Holding academic field constant, composition and biology differed across the six
college types, and greater prescription was perceived by faculty teaching in two-year and
Liberal Arts II colleges. Within most disciplines, program-level prescription was
perceived as strongest in liberal arts colleges: college-level prescription was also
perceived as strong in both Liberal Arts Il and two-year colleges.

Overall, only 28.9% of faculty felt that courses within their college are interrelated,
compared with 60.8% who perceived strong interrelatedness within cheir own programs.
Faculty in nursing and business most often percetved college-wide interrelatedness,
possibly because requirements mandating student coursework outside their programs
are common. Modest but significant variation of perception on this matter occurs,
ranging from biology instructors (21.8%) who perceive little interrelaticnship to business
Instructors (57.2%) who perceive the greatest college-wide interrelatedness. Only faculty
in history and biology perceived the amount of interrelatedness within the college
differently by college type. Faculty in these flelds at the doctoral untversities report less
interrelation than is reported by faculty at other college types.

Less than 30% of the responding faculty believe programs are interrelated at the college
level, and there is no significant variation among academic fields. When field is held
constant and the six college types compared, history, biology, mathematics, and fine arts
faculty differ. The general tendency is for faculty at the doctoral universities to perceive
less interrelatedness.

Correlations among the items dealing with program and college characteristics are
shown in Tables 45 and 46. Research and teaching mission are negatively associated in
faculty perceptions at both program and college levels. At both levels, as well, faculty
responses about the teaching mission are positively correlated with most other questions
we posed in this set, while their responses about the research mission are uncorrelated
with the other questions. This result is reasonable since our survey asked questions
about various aspects of teaching, rather than research. The items concerned with
learning and applying concepts are related, but these two are unrelated to items
concerned with coordination, prescription, and interrelatedness.

Infactoranalysis, only two sets of items emerge, a teaching/applying concepts dimension
and an autonomy/coordination dimension. Teaching and research missions are not part

of either factor for college goals. (For details of the factor analysis see Appendix G, Tables
8 and 9.)
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TABLE 44

Fsoulty Views of Coliege Coordination, Prescription, and Course interrelatedness by College
PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

“In my W.-

(A) "Courses are tightly coordinated,”

(B) "Student programs are largely prescribed.” and

(C) "Courses are very much interrelated.”

A) (8) (©
COORDINATED PRESCRIBED INTERRELATED

English composition 338 50.4 28.4
Literature 329 49.8 26.6
History 25.0 423 233
Soclology 255 468.3 24.1
Psychology ©23.2 41.6 225
Biology 30.3 44.6 213
Mathematics 430 51.8 38.8
Fine arts 332 54.8 24.2
Romance languages 46.0 47.3 273
Educational psychology 348 61.7 25.5
Nursing 49.2 57.2 49.3
Buginess 440 58.3 57.2
All ‘aculty 340 49.0 28.9

Roterence: Appendixes E and F, Tables 12.GE and 12.P.

TABLE 45

Intercorreiations of Faculty Perceptions of Program Characteristice*

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

Teaching a Leam
PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS  majorgoal  Research  concepts concepts Coord Prescribe Disinct  Understood
Research a major goal -19
Students should learn concepts 36 02
Students should apply concepts 34 o1 61
Courses tightly coordinated 17 00 27 a7
Students programs
largely prescribed 09 00 09 16 40
Mission is distinctive 29 o1 kY] 39 40 33
Mission is undarstood 36 03 37 37 39 26 60
Courses are interrelatod 23 05 28 a3 44 33 43 49

Notes: N« 1948, df = 1048; correlations greater than /. are significant at p = .05,
‘Decimal pointa omitted.
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TABLE 46

Interoorrelations of Faculty Perceptions of College Cheracteristics*

COLLEGE CHARACTERISTICS

Teachinga Leam Apply
COLLEGE CHARACTERISTICS major goal Resesrch  concepls  concepts Coord Prescribe Distinct  Undersiood Intervelate
Resaarch a major goal -22
Students should learm concepts 39 03
Students should apply concepts 34 04 70
Courses tightly coordinated 18 04 34 35
Students programs
largely prescribed 06 01 13 14 36
Mission is distinctive 30 01 41 42 42 30
Mission is understood 34 05 42 41 41 23 67
Courses are interrelated 24 01 37 40 49 28 48 50
Programs are interrelated 21 03 35 38 47 28 48 49 76

Notes: N = 1935, of » 1933; corralations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05,
‘Decimal points omitted.
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Autonomy for Faculty, Students, and Programs

To obtain more information on faculty views of coordination, prescription, and interre-
latedness, we used several statements that expressed possible program philosophies
related to coordination and to the amount of autonomy granted to studeats, faculty, and
programs. These items were not pilot-tested before being included in the survey, and,
in retrospect, we would have worded them differently. Most of the statements offered a
premise and a conclusion (Figure 11). It is possible that faculty agreed with the premise
but rejected the statement because they disagreed with the conclusion, or the reverse.
Summary results are shown in Tables 47 and 48. (Details are in Appendixes E and F,
Table 13.)

In all, 25.6% of the responding faculty thought that students in their program were
allowed wide freedom to choose courses because faculty believe this promotes most
effective learning. Only 7.5% of the nursing faculty and 17.9% of the mathematics faculty
agreed that this was true in their programs, but 41.0% of the psychology faculty members
endorsed this statement. In general, less student freedom was reported in the
preprofessional fields. Faculty views appear to be characteristic of flelds rather than
institutions since, when disciplines were considered separately, there were no significant
differences by type of college.

Only 35.1% of the faculty members felt that program attempts to ensure that certain
types of concepts are covered reduced facul:y autonomy in course planning. Instructors
in mathematics (66.1%), nursing (59.1%), Romance languages (40.0%), and composition
(39.49%) were the most likely to indicite lack of autonomy. For mathematics, Romance
languages, and composition, differeiiccs also occurred across types of institutions.
Faculty members in two-year colleges and doctoral universities felt he least autono-
mous. The question was not phrased to reveal whether faculty who sacrifice autonomy
for content coverage consider that trade-off a gain or a loss.

Another statement was included to explore potential loss of autonomy for both facuity
and students due to the hierarchical nature of content in a field. In all, 58.4% of general
education faculty and 79.0% of preprofessional faculty believed the nature of the fleld
limits autonomy. The hierarchical view of course content as consisting of an essential
sequence of “building blocks" was strongly endorsed by faculty in certain fields: nursing,
95.5%; mathematics, 92.4%; Romance languages, 85.4%; and composition, 69.49%.
Faculty in some other fields felt quite the opposite: for example, history (23.2%) and
sociology (29.3%). These discipline-related views were consistent across types of
colleges, except that, among composition teachers, those in Liberal Arts I colleges were
least likely to feel that hierarchy restricted the way courses were structured.

Faculty were asked whether, in their program, they stressed interrelatedness by advising
students to take courses in other programs. As a group, the introductory course
instructors for general ed acation fields were divided into thirds, with one-third indicating
this behavior was “much like my program,” one-third “not at all like my program,” and
the rest falling in between. In the three preprofessional fields, a greater percentage of
faculty said they advised students to take courses outsie the program. Although
differences across disciplines were statistically significant, they were not large. Faculty
in the preprofessional fields (55.1%), mathematics (40.5%), and biology (45.8%) most
often indicated they steered students toward other programs; composition (29.1%) and
literature (29.8%) faculty least often indicated such an activity, Differences occurred by
type of college for composition, literature, and biology.

In general, faculty teaching introductory courses believe that most decisions concerning
the content and sequence of introductory courses are made within their program, Only
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TABLE 47

Perosived Autonomy of Sponsoring Program, Facuity, snd Students (“Much Like My Program™)

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL

(nm2105) (nm208) (N=2311)
CHARACTERISTIC (%) (%) (%}
Students have wide choice of courses 26.1 199 25.6
Facuity have litle autonomy in choosing
course content 349 36.2 3b.1
Content of course limited by hierarchical
nature of field 58.4 79.0 60.2
In advising, faculty stress interrelatedness
of fields and courses 348 55.1 36.5
Many curricular decisions are made at level
broader than program 246 206 24.2

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 13-GE and 13-P.

TABLE 48

Faculty Views ot Course Planning Autonomy

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY tMEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

“In my program”:

(A) “We make coordinated decisions about course content as a group, therefore | have little autonomy in selecting content.”

(B) "Many decisions about course content, sequence, and requirements are made al a level above the program.®
(C} *The course contant is quite hierarchical,”

(A) (8) ()
COORDINATED PRESCRIBED HIERARCHICAL
English composition 394 25.4 69.4
Literature 255 25.0 50.5
History 220 308 23.2
Sociology 20.6 25.0 29.3
Psychology 26.5 226 478
Biology 324 21.1 52.8
Mathematics 66.1 238 92.4
Fine arts 21.2 23.7 50.5
Romance languages 40.0 20.7 85.3
Educational psychology 16.7 229 813
Nursing 59.1 17.9 95.5
Business 300 21.9 656
All faculty 351 24.2 60.2

Reterence: Appendixes E and F, Tables 13-GE and 13.P,
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24.6% of the general education faculty and 20.6% of the preprofessional faculty reported
such decisions were made externally, while over 5096 of both groups said this was not at
all true. Notably, faculty teaching in educational psychology and psychology in the least
selective types of colleges viewed decision-making as more centralized.

Influence of Program and College Goals on Course Planning

We have described in considerable detail several aspects of faculty perceptions of their
program’s and college’s role in curricular planning. But are the program and college goals
and coordinating mechanisms actually influential as the instructors plan thetr indtvid-
ual courses? In a later report, we will presernt an analysis linking various program
characteristics and perceived dimensions of autonomy with the decisions faculty indicate
they make. Inthis report, we summarize the extent to which faculty believe these factors
influence them (Table 49). To collect these perceptions, faculty members were asked to
indicate which of several sets of goals and related pressures influenced their course
planning (Figure 12). Program and college goals were included among the potential
influences.

Among general education faculty members, program goals (65.2%) and the need for the
program to contribute to the general college mission (65.4%) were about equally
influential. Romance language, composition, and mathematics instructors tended to
rate these influences as strongest, in keeping with the service role they often play for the
college as a whole; psychology and sociology instructors saw them as least influential.
And, as would be expected, in the preprofessional courses, intended mostly for majors,
program goals were considerably more influential. Eighty-three percent of preprofes-
sional faculty cited strong influence from program goals, while attributing less influence
to the p.ogram’s contribution to the college (63.096). Preparing students for the
requirements of later courses also was a strong infiuence for faculty generally (59.3%).
Mathematics instructors (87.3%), Romance language instructors (73.7%), and instruc-
tors in nursing (81.8%) and business (72.6%) viewed such preparation as 4 very strong
influence. Probably because their introductory course would be a one-time experience
for many students, fine arts instructors viewed preparation for future courses as
minimally influential (29.6%).

In contrast to program goals, only 36.5% of all faculty said that the goals of the college
were influential as they planned courses. While there was no significant difference across
general education fields on the influence of college goals, preprofessional faculty rated
them as slightly more influential (48.8%). When academic field was held constant, faculty
teaching in different types of colleges viewed the influence of collzge and program mission
differently. Such differences occurred in more than one fiedd but no pattern related to
college type for these differences was immediately apparent.

Because of the current emphasis on core courses and interdisciplinary teaching, we
asked about the influence of attempting to interrelate content among programs. Less
than 4G% of the faculty said that this was an important influence. Business (55.0%),
ma‘hematics {46.5%), and nursing (46.9%) instructors were most likely to cite content
interrelatedaess as a strong influence.

The influences faculty feel from program and college missions, prescriptiveness, and
attempts to interrelate content are closely associated. The moderately strong and
consistent correlations among them are shown in Table 50. Factor analvsis of these
influence items revealed that they all belonged to a single influenice factor (Appendix G,
Table 10). This implies that a faculty member influenced by one of these missions s likely
to be influenced by others as well. Perhaps some faculty members take abroad adaptive
view of the environment us they plan their courses while others do not.
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TABLE 49

Influence of College and Program Goals on Course Planning (“influential™)

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL

(n=2105) (nm208) (N=2311)
INFLUENCE (%) (%) (%)
College goals 35.3 488 36.5
Program goals 65.2 83.0 66.7
Program contribution to college 65.4 63.0 65.2
Program prescription 44.8 56.6 459
Content interrelatedness 374 48.3 38.3
Student requirements later 57.8 74.2 59.3

Reference: Appandixes E and F, Tables 14-GE and 14-P.

TABLE 50

Intercorrelation of Influence of College and Program Goals®

INFLUENCES

INFLUENCES Distinctive goals Program Responsibility Later

of my collegs goals 0 college Prescribed requirements
Distinctive goals of my college 56
Specific goals of my program 53 56
General responsibility of program to college 35 47 38
Extent to which program prescribes what | teach 34 a3 39 42
Requirements of courses students will take later 26 37 31 41 44

Notes: N = 1983, df = 1981; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05,
‘Decimal points omitted.
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Student Characteristics

Powell and Shanker's interviews with faculty in higher education (1982) indicated that
student characteristics and student reactions toa class influence how teachers plan their
course,

In the Reflections study, in response to open-ended questions about their course,
instructors frequently mentioned studen:. characteristics such as gender, social class,
ethnicity, preparation, and effort. Except for matters we have classified as “content,”
student characteristics appeared to be the strongest influence on course planning.

In the Course Planning Exploration (CPE), questions about the influence of student
characteristics were maintained. Based on the Reflections interviews, we included two
survey questions that asked faculty members to characterize student preparation and
effort by choosing from four options (Figure 13). We also asked faculty to indicate how
strongly they were influenced by student characteristics when planning their introduc-
tory course. This question involved rating the potential influence of ninz items about
student preparation and ability (Figure 14).

When asked about the prenaration and effort of students in their classes, very few
instructors (5.4%) characterized students in their introductory courses as extremely or
very well prepared; 13.9% indicated they were “not at all prepared” and the majority
(75.6%) said they were “somewhat prepared” (Table 51). The wide variation in these
responses by academic fields is summarized in Table 52. Surprisingly, in comparison
with their colleagues in other fields, few composition (3.2%), mathematics (6.3%) or
literature (6.7%) instructors felt students were “not at all prepared.” Rather, it appears
that instructors in flelds th:t students may not have studied extenstvely before college
were more likely to judge students as unprepared: fine arts (53.4%), Romance languages
(34.9%), sociology (33.3%), and business (29.7%).

When disciplines were considered separately, instructors at different types of colleges
held quite different views of their students’ preparedness. Depending on the discipline,
theteachers at both the least selective and the most selective colleges most often reported
their students as not well prepared. For example, among faculty teaching fine arts, those
at community colleges (55.6%) were most likely to view their students as unprepared; in
sociology and psychology, instructors at 1iberal arts colleges (over 35%) most frequently
saw their students as unprepared. It is not clear whether these differences are based on

actual student proficiencies or on the expectations faculty have developed for their
students.

Most faculty members (66.7%) said students exhibit modest effort in the introductory
courses. Atthe extremes, 21.89% sald students exert a great deal of effort and 11.5% said
very little or relatively little effort. Blology professors were most likely to say students
exerted little effort. The summary percentages for reports of student effort by academic
field are llustrated in Table 53. (For more detail see Appendix E, Table 15.)

In addition to reporting these perceptions about students in their classes, faculty
respondents were asked to rate several student characteristics to indicate how influential
they were in introductory course planning (Table 54).

Two student characteristics were rated as influential by more than 609 of the total group
of faculty: ability (66.09%) and preparation (62.9%). More than 50% of responding
instructors gave high ratings to the influence of anticipated student effort (52.3%),
student interests (52.5%), student educational goals (53.0%), and the successes and
failures of previous students (58.5%). Mathematics and composition teachers (more than
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8. In their background preparation, students who envoll in this course are most typically: (1:23)
(Check one)

not at all prepared
somewhat prepared

very well prepared
extremely well prepared

9. In their coursework, students who enroil in this course generally: (Check one) (1:24)

O exnibit very little effort
exhidbit relatively litle effort

D exhibit modes: effort

O exnivit & grest deal of effort

Figure 13. Perceived student characteristics (CPE-1 survey, questions 8-9, pages 1-2).

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not at Very

all strongly

h

The preparation of students in my clast 1 2 3 4 5 (2:41)
The degree of cffort students typically exhibit 1 2 3 4 L] (2:42)
The ability of swdents in my class 1 2 3 4 L] (2:43)
The interests of students in my class 1 2 3 4 L] (2:44)
The time pressurcs on students in my class 1 2 3 ) L] (2:49)
The life goals of swdents in my class 1 2 3 ) L] (2:46)
The carcer goals of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:47)
The cducational goals of students in my class 1 2 3 4 L] (2:48)
The successes and failures of students | have ught 1 2 3 ) L] (2:49)
previously

Figure 14. Influence of student characteristics (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 11).
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TABLE 51

Characteristics of Students In Introductory Course

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESS'ONAL ALL
(n=2105) (Nm208) (N=2311)
CHARACTERISTIC (%) (%) (%)
Student prenaration for course
Not at all prepured 18.8 214 189
Somewhat prepared 76.7 69.9 75.6
Very well prepared or extremely well prepared 5.1 8.8 54
Student effort In course '
Very iitde effort 12 05 1.1
Relatively iittle effort 10.5 9.8 10.4
Modest offort 676 57.6 66.7
A great deal of effort 207 322 218
Reterence: Appendixes E and F, Tables 15-GE and 15-P.
TABLE 52
Faculty Views of Student Preparedness, by Academic Fleld
PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:
“Students envolling in my introductory course are not at all prepared”.
English composition 3.2
Literature 6.7
History 19.1
Sociology 333
Psychology 27.4
Biology 154
Mathem.atics 6.3
Fine arts 53.4
Romance languages 349
Educational psychology 14.8
Nursing 123
Business 29.7
All faculty 18.9

Reterence: Appendixes E and F, Tables 15-GE and 15-P,

105




Planning Introductory College Courses

TABLE 53

Faculty Views cof Student Effort, by Academic Field

PERCENTAGE OF FACWLTY MEMBE RS REPORTING THAT:
*Students enroliing in my introductory course exhibit very littie or relatively lirde efforr®.

English composition
Literature

History

Sociology
Psychology

Biology
Mathematics

Fino arts

Komance languages
Educational psychology
Nursing

Business

All faculty

68

13.0
15.1
111
21.5
13.0
134

88

42

3.0
18.9

11.5

Reterence: Appendixes E and F, Tables 15-GE and 15-P.

TABLE 54

Influence of Student Characleristics on Course Planning (“Very Influentlal™)

GENERAL PRE-

EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
CHARACTERISTIC (n.g:)o ° (’79236 ) (N-(’:"S; K
Student preparation 63.2 59.5 62.9
Student effurt 52.5 50.2 52.3
Student ability 66.5 60.6 66.0
Student interests 57.9 59.0 52.5
Time pressure on students 35.0 44.6 359
Lite goals of students 34.6 53.9 36.3
Carser goals of students 34.5 775 38.3
Educational goals of students 51.0 73.1 53.0
Success of previous students 58.6 56.4 58.5

Relerence. Appendixes E and F, Tables 16-GE and 16-P.
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70%) were most influenced by student ability while fine arts, history, and educational
psychology teachers were least influenced (less than 58%). Sociology. psychology, and
educational psychology instructors (less than 50%) were least influenced by student’s
previous preparation. History teachers reported being considerably less influenced by
student interests (39%) than did teachers in other fields.

In the general education flelds, faculty reported that they are not too strongly influenced
in planning their courses by students’ life goals (34.69), career goals (34.5%), or time
pressures (35.0%). The strongest influence from career goals among the general
education instructors was for mathematics teachers (46%). In contrast, over 80% of the
educational psychology, and nursing instructors were influenced by students’ career
goals. According to their own reports, only 18.3% of literature teachers are influenced
by students career goals.

Within several general education flelds, faculty teaching in different types of col‘eges
indicated that different types of student goals influenced them in course planning.
Students’ life goals, career goals, and ¢ducational goals were least influential for faculty
in the more selective colleges (Liberal Arts I colleges and doctoral universities), and raost
influential for faculty in community colleges, comprehensive colleges, and Liberal Arts
II colleges.

As shown in Table 55, faculty reported two sets of associated student influences wn
course planning: one set revolves around students’ characteristics (e.g., ability,
preparation and effort), and the other (of lesser importance to faculty) around students’
life, career, and educational goals. Factor analysis confirms these two distinct sets, each
of which accounts for about the same amount of variation in faculty views of influences
on their course planning. As will be shown shortly, student characteristics are slightly
more important to faculty generally than student goals. (See Appendix G, Table 11 for
the details of the factor analysis.)

External Influences and Institutional Resources

Many agencies and agents can influence the way instructors plan. One categery of
influences includes agencies external to the college, such as accreditors, employers,
professional associations, and other colleges. A second category includes textbooks,
facilities, and practical matters such as schedule and class size.

In the Reflections study, faculty rarely mentioned external agencies when answering
open-ended questions about influences. Only occasionally, as in nursing, were accred-
iting agencies mentioned. In community colleges, transfer requirements or state-level
articulation agreements were sometimes discussed. Textbooks, used as organizers for
courses, were the most prominently mentioned of the second category of influences. In
contrast, faculty tended to downplay the possibility that they considered other pragmatic
factors, such as class size, schedule, and facilities, in planning their courses.

To be sure that external influences had not merely been overlooked by inte. viewees, and
toget abetter estimate of their importance, we developed from the interviews and our own
experience an extensive list of external influence possibilities (Course Planning Explora-
tion). We used five-point, Likert-type scales, asking faculty members to estimate the

strength of each influence and left room for faculty respondentsto add other items (Figure
15).
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TABLE 55

Intercorrelation of Influences Due_to Student Characterlistics®

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

(s:mERlSﬂCS Pm::d:!m o Effort Abilily interests  Time gl::ll %"u.l:' Emond
Effort students exhibit 54

Ability of students &6 61

Interests of students k] 4 )

Time pressures on students 7 46 42 46

Life goals of students .. 5 . | 41 4

Career goals of students x e} . k<] k] 65

Educational goals of students % 5 z x x 5 &%

Success and failures of

students previously taught K 4] 3 K 4] 44 k<] . 7 ko)

Note: N = 2057, df = 2055; correlations grealer than .04 are significant at p = ,05.
‘Decimal points omitted,

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not at Very

all strongly
Accreditation standards 1 2 3 4 b1 (2:56)
Expectations of employers 1 2 3 4 5 (2:57)
Recommendations of professional associations 1 2 3 4 5 (2:58)
External examinations (state boards, licensing, etc.) 1 2 3 4 S (2:59)
College-wide achievement tests 1 2 3 4 5 (2:60)
Sp=cific tests for entry to next educational level 1 2 3 4 b (2:61)
( e.g.. MCAT, GRE, etc.)
Requirements of other colleges in which students 1 2 3 4 5 (2:62)
may subsequently enroll

Figure 15. External influences (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 12).
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Influences External to the College

Faculty teaching general education courses reported relatively weak influences from
external forces as tliey planned their courses. This was substant'ally different for faculty
teaching introductory courses in preprofessional fields, who reported considerable
influence from several of the same sources. These responses are summarized in Table
56.

For discussion, we roughly grouped the influences on instructors planning general
education courses according to three levels of influence: modest, weak, and very weak.
The strongest external influence on all fields was requirements for transfer to other
colleges. This influence was important to 39.7% of both general education and
preprofessional faculty. It was strongest for composition (44.0%), language (44.8%),
business (46.0%), and mathematics (63.3%) instructors. The influence of employers was
also a modest influence, but only for faculty teaching in the three preprofessional flelds.

A second and weaker set of influences included professional or disciplinary associations
(30.9%), and accreditor’s standards (32.0%). Lilze the expectations of employers, these
items distinguished instructors in the preprofessional fields (over 55% of whom thought
these influences were important) from those teaching in general education fields (less
than 30% of whom considered these influences important). General education faculty
in mathematics and Romance languages tended to rate these influences as stronger than
other general education instructors; history and literature professors saw them as
weaker influences.

The “very weak” group of potential influences included various types of examinations.
Less than 20% of the general education faculty members reported influence from entry
tests for the next level of education, college-wide achicvement tests, or external
examinations of other types. Biology (17.9%), mathematics (17.3%), and Romance
language (18.6%) faculty reported the strongest influence due to external tests while
literature (8.1%) and fine arts (6.9%) faculty rated this influence as almost non-existent.
Not surprisingly, faculty in the three preprofessional fields, especially nursing (85.1%),
reported considerably greater influence due to external examinations.

Of all the sets of influences included in the survey, the greatest variation by college type
even when academic ficld was controlled was found for external influences. For most
of the introductory courses surveyed, instructors in community colleges and Liberal Arts
II colleges reported the strongest influences of transfer requirements, accreditation.
emgioyers, professional associations, and external examinations; faculty in Liberal Arts
I and doctoral universities attributed little influence to these sources. In several flelds
(iterature, history, psychology, and composition), faculty in the least selective colleges
(Liberal Arts Il and community colleges) also were more likely to indicate being influenced
by college-wide achievement tests and entry tests for the next educational levels. The
total effect of these reported influences was small, however. We found no indication of
a reported nationwide trend toward assessment testing, at least as it influences course
planning. If such a trend exists, it may affect the least selective colleges most.

A faculty member influenced by one of these external influences is likely to report being
influenced by several others as well (sce the correlations in Table 57). ‘The factor analysis
shows a single factor for this set of items (for detalls see Appendix G, Table 12).
Influence of Staff Assistance, Facilities, and Other Practical Factors

We asked instructors to rate the influence on their course planning of various types of

teaching supplies, facilities, and opportunities, as well as several pragmatic factors
beyond their control, such as schedule, class size, and promotfon pressures (Figure 16).
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TABLE 58

External infiluences on Course Pianning ("Influential®)

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCA' ION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(n=2108) (r=208) (N=2311)

INFLUENCE (%) (%) (%)
Accrediting 28.7 64.9 32.0
Employers 27.2 69.3 40.0
Professional association 28.3 56.6 30.9
External examinations 14.0 53.6 17.6
College wide achievement tests 16.7 26.3 17.6
Entry level tests—next lavel 194 28.4 20.1
Other colleges' requirements 39.6 39.7 39.7

Reference. Appendixes E and F, Tables 17-GE and 17-P.

TABLE 57

Intercorrelation of External Influences*

EXTERNAL INFLUENCE

Accreditation College Entry
EXTERNAL INFLUENCE standards Employers Associations Exams tosts tosts
Employer expectations 64
Professional associations 62 57
External examinations 61 57 58
College-wide tosts 53 48 48 70
Entry tests—next level 52 45 48 67 7
Transfer requirements 58 47 48 50 50 52

Notes:N = 2057, df = 2055; correlations greater than 04 are significant at p w .05,
‘Decimal points omitted,
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Not st Very

all strongly
Availability of appropriate textbooks | 2 k] 4 s (2:63)
Availability of facilities (labs, computers etc.) | 2 3 4 5 (2:64)
Availability of opportunities (clinics, field trips, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 (2:65)
Availability of teaching or laboratory assistants | 2 3 4 S (2:66)
Availability of 200 .vial assistance 1 2 3 4 5 (2:67)
Availability of sung,ind 1 2 3 4 b (2:68)

Other

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not at Very

all strongly
Class size 1 2 3 4 S (2:69)
Class schedule (term, week, day, hour) | 2 3 4 S (2:70)
My assigned workload | 2 3 4 5 (2:71)
Promotion or tenure pressures on me 1 2 3 4 5 (2:72)
A rtequired mode of instruction | 2 3 4 5 (2:73)

Other

Figure 16, Pragmatic influences (CPE-I survey, question 17, pages 12-13).
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As Tables 58 and 59 show, in contrast with most other items in this category, availability
of appropriate textbooks was a strong influence for more than 50% of the instructors.
Textbooks were most influential for nursing (76.1%) and Romance language (74.6%)
instructors, as were facilities (73.1% and 67.5%, respectively). Available facilities were
also quite important to biology instructors (62.1%) and somewhat important (35.3%) to
faculty members overall. Opportunities were rated as very tmportant by nursing faculty
(73.1%), who may have been thinking of clinical placements for students. Textbooks were
least important to composition (44.2%) and educational psychology instructors (44.7%).
Most other practical matters also were reported to be weak influences by faculty:
opportunities (24.2%), supplies (21.9%), secretarial help (11.8%), and teaching assis-
tants (12.3%). Biology and nursing instructors rated suppiies and availabilty of teaching
assistants as more influential than did other teachers. Faculty in at least four fields at
Liberal Arts Il and community colleges viewed facilities as more influential in course
planning than did faculty teaching these same disciplines in other college types.

There were few differences among faculty in the several academic fields regarding other
pragmatic influences; most were not seen as strong. The strongest influence in this
category, class size, was considered important by over 50% of the faculty. Cther
constraints included assigned workload and class schedule, each rated influential by
less than 40% of the respondents. Less than 20% of the faculty said that a required mode
of teaching influenced their course planning. The exceptions were nursing instructors
who stood out from others; 36.4% of them indicated influence from a required mode of
teaching, and 58.2% of them considered assigned workload very influential.

Probably the most striking finding in this section of the Course Planning Exploraticn was
the reported lack of influence of promotion and tenure pressures by faculty in all fields.
When academic fields were examined separately, there was no variation among faculty
teaching in different college types regarding any of these pragmatic influences.

The correlations among pragmatic influences and available opportunities /facilities/staff
assistance are given in Table 60. Based on the correlational patterns, there appear to be
two distinct groups of associated pragmatic influences, appraximately matching our a
priori item sets. One set can be viewed as facilitators and opportunities, including texts,
facilities, assistance, and supplies; the second as a set of potential constraints such as
class size, and workload. We factor analyzed the two sets of items together and confirmed
the two sets of influence, each accounting for similar amounts of variation in the faculty
response. As will be shown shortly, neither are particularly important influences for most
faculty (Appendix G, Table 13).

Available Advice and Services

In addition to external influences and pragmatic issues, many offices and individuals on
a college campus potentially could influence course planning because of special
information or expertise they possess. Some of these offices are of current interest to
edurators. For example, on some campuses, computer centers may now provide special
assistance to faculty members who want to use computers in their teaching. Similarly,
because of recent emphasis on improving college teaching, many colleges are attempting
to establish instructional development centers or sponsor teaching workshops for
faculty. We wanted to know if these services are influential and helpful to faculty
planning courses in colleges where they exist.

In the Reflections interviews, the answer to our open-ended question, “Who would you

talk to on campus if you wanted help in planning your course?," was most often, “No one
in particular.”

In the Course Planning Exploration (CPE), we asked two questions about available
sources and services. The first probed how various sources and services existing on the

1.9
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TABLE 58

influence of Opportunities and Facilities on Course Planning (“Very influential™)

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFES'SIONAL ALL
(r=2105) (P=208) (N=2311)
INFLUENCE (%) (%) (%)
Avallable %ext books 537 60.0 54.2
Available facilities 34N 45.6 35.3
Available opportunities 21.8 48.1 24.2
Available teaching assistants 120 16.6 123
vailable sacretaral assistance 11.14 18.9 11.8
vailable supplies 211 30.1 219
Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 18-GE and 18-P.
TABLE 59
Influence of Pragmatic Contraints (“Influential”)
GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(=2105) (n=208) (N=2311)

CONSTRAINT (%) (%) (%)
Class size 533 54.4 53.4
Class schedule 370 41.2 374
Assigned workload 372 43.2 378
Promotion or tenure pressure 8.7 10.7 88
Required instructional mode 11.0 19.5 1.7

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 19-GE and 19-P,

TABLE 60

Interootrsiation of Influences Due 1o Opportunities, Facilities, Assistance, and Constraints*

INFLUENCE
Appropriate

INFLUENCE textbooks Facilities Oppor  Assist Sec Supplies Size Schedule Workioad Prom
Facilites (labs, etc.) 46
Opportunities (dlinics, etc.) 76 65
Teaching or laboratory assistants 22 46 44
Secretarial assistance 22 36 37 58
Supplies 33 52 49 47 59
Class size 19 14 14 19 25 22
lass schedule 26 22 23 24 26 25 47
Assigned workload 21 21 20 25 30 27 51 59
Promotion or tenure pressures 13 18 19 25 22 21 20 24 39
Required mode of instruction 19 24 22 29 21 22 13 27 27 38

Notos: N = 2047, df « 2045; correlations greater than .04 are significant at o = .05,

‘Decimal points omitted.
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campus might influence course planning (Figure 17). The second question asked more
specifically about how helpful various sources were fcr course planning and teachiny
(Figure 18). If respondents said the potential source of help was “not applicable” on their
campuses, the source was considered “not influential”; a separate record was kept of the
percentage of faculty who indicated services did not exist.

Overall, fewer than 50% of the total group of responding faculty members rated any of
the sources and services mentioned in the CPE as influential in course planning. A
summary of the influence attributed to each source is shown in Table 61. For some
services, such as instructional development centers, as few as 60% of the faculty
respondents reported the service as existing on their campus. Of course, the percentage
who reported influence based only on those who had the service available is higher than
the percentage based on the total number of respondents.

In general, preprofessional faculty, especially in nursing, reported every source or service
as more influential in their planning than did the general education faculty. As in most
aspects of course planning, different responses characterized different disciplines. Some
of these differences were expected, based on common knowledge about the teaching
fields. For example, mathematics instructors were least likely to find the library services
influential (8.9%, compared with the group total of 39.0%), whereas fine arts instructors
were more likely to use the audio-visual services (65.4% as compared with the group total
of 36.2%).

Ofthe entire group of faculty responding, 46.1% said they found books on their discipline
influential, but only 33.1% cited articles and books on learning, teaching, or instruction
as helpful. Soclology (54.5%), educational psychology (68.8%), and nursing (77.9%)
Instructors were most likely to use discipline sources; educational psychology (66.7%)
and nursing (64.7%) instructors were the most likely to use sources on teaching and
learning. Composition (39.5%) and mathematics (38.5%) teachers also were likely to
consult a program chair or a colleague (42.4% and 42.49%. respectively), possibly a
situation stemming from the greater numbers of part-time or non-regular faculty in this
group. High percentages of nursing faculty members also reported consulting colleagues

or program chairs, a situation known to be related to the group planning of nursing
curricula.

Four possible sources were either of very low influence or “not available® on many
campuses; thus, it was not possible to distinguish disciplinary differences. These
sources included consultation with: a mentor (14.0% influential; 31% not applicable);
advising office (7.4% influential; 23% not applicable); student services office (4.6%
influential; 17% not applicable ); or instructional development office (4.7% influent!al;
-+0% not applicable). There was no variation by college type when disciplines were
considered separately.

Inthe second (and partially overlapping) survey question on this topic, faculty were asked
to indicate on a five-point scale whether they would get useful help about their course

planning and teaching from each of several potential sources. The summary results are
in Tables 62 and 63.

Based on overall helpfulness perceived by faculty, these sources of teaching assistance
can be grouped in three sets, as shown in Table 62. Department colleagues stood far
above all others as the most helpful source, Other sources were considered to be helpful
to a modest or low extent.

1:4
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IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING SOURCES OR
SERVICES INFLUENCE ME: (Please do not respond if a specific service does not
exist at your college.)

Not at Very

all strongly
Advising office 1 2 3 4 5 (2:74)
Instructional development office 1 2 3 4 5 (2:79)
Student services office 1 2 3 4 5 (2:76)
Library services 1 2 3 4 5 (2:77)
Audio-visual services 1 2 3 4 h] (2:78)

4

Program chairperson E 1 2 3 4 5 (2:79)
Colleague 1 2 3 4 5 (2:80)
Mentor 1 2 3 4 5 (3:9)
Articles or books by teaching and learning experts 1 2 3 4 5 (3:6)
Articles or bnoks by discipline experts 1 2 3 4 5 (37

Figure 17. Influence of assistance (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 13).
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18. Suppose you wanted o get advice about issues conceming your course planning and teaching.
From which source would you expect to get the most useful help? (Circle one response for
sach suggested source of assistance.)

(NA = Not Available to me here)

Not Extremely

Source of Assistance helpful helpful NA

Department or division chairperson 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Dean 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Department colleague 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Non-department colleague at this college 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Colleague at another institution 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Instructional development center 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Audio-visual service center 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Computer center 1 2 3 4 ] NA

Student assistance (tutoring) center 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Test scoring service ] 2 3 4 5 NA

My own family members 1 2 3 4 ] NA

Disciplinary or professional association 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Books or artizles on instructional design 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Course cvaluations from students 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Services proviced by a group of 1 2 3 4 5 NA

institutions  (1onsortium)

(3:18)

(3:19)

(3:20)

(3:21)

(3:22)

(3:23)

(3:24)

(3:2%)

(3:26)

(3:27)

(3:29)

(3:29)

(3:30)

(3:31)

(3:32)

Figure 18. Sources of assistance (CPE-I survey, question 18, page 15).
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TABLE 61
Influence of Available Advice snd Services on Course Pisnning ("Infiuential”)
E&G&% PHOFEgg'OML AL
(n=2105) (n=206) (N=2311)
) (%) (%) (%)
</ SOURCE Those with service’  Total™’ Those with service*  Total** Those with service'  Total**
N
= Advising office 8.9  (MN«1632) 6.9 160 (N=162) 126 9.6  (N«1794) 74
Instructicnal development office 73  (N=832) 4.4 1.2 (N=72) 73 7.7 (N=1407) 4.7
Studunt services office 53  (M=1741) 44 8.0 (N=176) 6.8 56 (N=1917) 46
Library ss, +1098 39.8 (N=2018) 38.1 495  (N=202) 48.8 40.6 (M=2220) 39.0
Audio visual services 36.8  (N=1999) 349 505 (N=202) 49.8 38.0 (M=2201) 36.2
Program chairperson 29.7 (N=1928) 27.2 40.7  (N=199) 38.5 30.4 (N=2122) 28.2
Colleagues 35.1  (N=1988) 33.2 428  (N=196) 41.0 358 (N=2184) 33.9
Mentor 19.6  (M=1452) 13.5 257 (N=148) 185 20.2  (N=1600) 14.0
Articles/books on teaching and leaming 328 (M=1981) 30.9 571  (N=198) 55.1 35.0 (MN=2179) 33.1
Articles/books on discipline 47.8  (N=1964) 446 65.5 (N=194) 62.0 49.4 (N=2158) 46.1

Notee: ‘Percentage based on only those responsas where service was “applicable®,
1 py **Peroentage based or: tolal; not applicable considered to be not inluential®,
1 ' Reference: Appendizes E and F, Tables 20-GE and 20-P.
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TABLE 82

Useful Sources of Teaching Assistance-—Summary

Al
SOURCE (%)
Extremely heipful:
Department colleague 71.4
Moderstely helpful:
Department chair 48.3
Course evaluations from students 48.0
Colleague in same department at another institution 40.4
Books or articles on instructional design 379
Not helpful:
Local colleague in another department 23.6
Disciplinary association 271
Dean 20.0
Audio visual center 203
Tutoring center 15.5
Family members 16.0
Computer center 11.7
Consortium serfvices 8.7
Test scoring service 6.2
Instructional development center 6.1

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 21-GE and 21-P.
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TABLE 63

Useful Sources of Teaching Assistance ("Helpful®)

GENERAL PRE-
08 ke e
(%) (%) (%)

SOURCE Those with service Total' Those with service" Total** Those with service* Total**
Dewartment or division chair 50.6 (N=1964) 47.2 55.8  (N=168) 51.2 51.1 (N=2182) 47.5
Dean 20.4 (N=1987) 19.2 27.3  (N=194) 259 21.0 (N=2181) 19.8
Department colleague 73.1  (N=2028) 70.5 74.3  (N=198) nz 733 (N=2226) 775
Non-department colleague at this college 24.6 (N=1983) 23.2 241 (N=195) 22.9 24.6 (N=2178) 23.2
Colleague at another institution 43.0 (MN=1958) 40.0 40.2  (N=189) 37.1 428 (N=2147) 39.7
Instructional development center 9.1 (=1256) 54 18.6 (N=129) 1.7 9.9 (N=138y) 6.0
Audio visual service center 19.8  (M=1942) 18.3 40.3 (N=191) 37.6 .7 (N=2133) 20.0
Computer center 11.7  (N=1898) 105 229 (MN=188) 21.0 127 (N=2086) 11.5
Student assistance or tutoring center 17.4  (N=1827) 151 19.1 (N=178) 16.6 17.5 (N=2005) 15.2
Test scoring service 8.3  (N=1465) 58 14.2 (N=141) 9.8 8.8 (MN=1606) 6.1
Family members 16.8  (N=1931) 154 20.4  (N=186) 18.5 1741 (N=2117) 157
Disciplinary or professional association 7.7  (N=1953) 25.7 36.4 (N=195) 34.6 285 (N=2148) 26.5
Books or articles on instructional design 36.7 (N=2048) 35.7 56.3  (N=199) 54.6 38.4 (N=2247) 410
Course evaluations from students 47.0 (N=2061) 46.0 62.8 (N=204) 62.4 484  (N=2265) 47.5
Sarvices of a consortium of institutions 11.7  (N=1400) 78 225 (N=129) 14.1 126 (M=1529) 84 1

*Percentage based on only those responses where service was “applicable.”
**Percentage based on total; not applicable considered o be “not helpful.*
Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 21-GE and 21-P.

sasumo) abano) fuoonpouyuy Buyuuoyy




Planning Introductory College Courses

For mos! sources of assistance, there were disciplinary differences (Appendi..cs £ and I,
Table 21). To summarize a few of the more striking ones: sociology faculty (57.2%) were
less likely than others to consult adepartment colleague but more likely to seek help from
the disciplinary association (42.8%). This may reflect the fact that the American
Sociological Association has a strong teaching division providing assistance to members,
Understandably, perhaps, mathematics and nursing instructors are least likely to
consult a non-department colleague (15.4% and 13.8%, respectively) and, like history
instructors, mathematicians are least likely to say they turn to books or articles on
teaching and learning (less than 25% for both mathematics and history). Other expected
differences: fine arts instructors (33.79%) and the preprofessional fieids rated the audio-
visual center an important source of help while mathematics instructors rated it lowest
(6.1%). Mathematics instructors (16.8%) rated the computer center and the tutoring
center (22.9%) as modestly important sources of help, but fine arts instructors rated
these two lower (4.4% and 6.59%).

There were no significant disciplinary differences among faculty regarding the usefulness
of student evaluations or the helpfulness of colleagues at other institutions, both of which
were noted as moderately helpful. Similarly, there were no disciplinary differences
regarding the helpfulness of instructional development centers or consortia, neither of
which were considered helpful by more than 15% of faculty members, even where they
were available. '

When the academic flelds were examined separately, a few significant differences by
college type seemed potentially related to size or organizational structure. For example,
in Liberal Arts I and il colleges, perhaps because of their small size, non-departmental
colleagues were more likely to be sources of teaching advice than in other types of
colleges. At Liberal Arts II colleges, deans are likely to be viewed as sources of
Instructional advice, whereas at larger institutions, student tutoring centers, {est scoring
services, and other agencies are both more common and more influential.

Faculty members at community colleges and Liberal Arts II colleges were more likely to
consult instructional design books for assistance than were faculty in other types of
colleges. This is consistent with mcere frequent self-reports from facultymembersinthese
colleges in the Reflections study that they have attended instructional workshops or have
taken education courses and have been influenced by them.

Modest corr=1ations among the sources of assistance (Table 64) suggest that faculty who
are influenced by one of these sources of assistance, on or off the campus, may be
influenced by other sources as well. This may indicate a tendency for some faculty
members who consult with others during course planning to seek a wide variety of
assistance. In addition, the correlations in Table 65 indicate that some faculty members

may more readily consult campus agencies, while others are more likely to consult
colleagues.

Factor analysis of these item sets revealed inore detailed patterns. Perhaps faculty
choose one or more of four different types of assistarce; (a) offices, (b) books or other print
sources, (c) library/AV centers, and (d) colleagues (Appendix G, Tables 14 and 16).

summary

To summarize in a parsimonious way the various contextual influences affecting coutse
planning, we factor analyzed all responses to potential influence items described earlier
in this chapter. These included the item sets on external influences: student ch aracter-
Istics; college and program influences; facilities, opportunities, and coustrair.ts; and
sources of advice or assistance. An eight-factor solution seemed to provide tae best
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interpretation of the data (Appendix G, Table 15). The following eight related groups of
influenices we identified, arranged in order of their importance to the total group of
faculty, were similar but not identical to the a priori groups in the survey.
As shown in Table 67, there are few substantial correlations (greater than .30) between
these eight “contextual” factors and the six content influence factors der‘ved previously.
The one substantial correlation (.52) is probably due to spurious relationships like the
fact that nursing faculty are, at the same time, vocationally oriented, pedagogically
trained, and influenced by external licensing and accrediting procedures.
In Table 68, we have correlated the contextual influences factors with the ratings of
educational beliefs discussed earlier. Again, although the large sample size results in
many statistically significant correlations, there is only one substantial correlation with
the ratings of educational beliefs; namely, external influences are associated with
vocational preparation. Apparently, the “content” influences of this study (encompassing
discipline, faculty background, and faculty educational beliefs) are quite independent
from contextual influences.
External influence, of very modest importance to faculty generally, is the only contextual
influence factor associated with other variable sets in this study. This influence factor
correlates consistently with beliefs in vocational preparation, systematic instruction,
and skill development and is negatively associated (-.33) with college selectivity. In short,
faculty teaching vocational or skill-oriented fields felt the f1.fluence of external factors
much more strongly than did instructors in othsr introductory courses.

TABLE 64

Intercorrelations of Influences of Avallable Advice* o

SOURCE OF AVAILABLE ADVICE

SOURCE OF Advising ID Ss Program

AVAILABLE ADVICE office office office Library AV chair  Colleague  Mentor Books

Instructional development office 48

Student services office 51 59

Library services 21 17 27

Audio-visual services 18 16 24 55

Program chairperson 24 19 22 17 15

Colleague 19 12 20 19 17 49

Mentor 21 23 23 03 09 22 28

Articles or books by

teaciningflearning experts 23 16 21 23 23 22 27 24

Articles or books by

discipline experts 15 13 17 23 23 10 PX 23 59

Notes: N « 2105, cff « 2103; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05.
*Decimal points omitted.




TABLE 65

Intercorrelation of Influence Due to Sources of Tuchng Asslstance*

SOURCE Of TEACHING ASSISTANCE
SOURCE OF Depart Depart Coliege  Other inst 0 Test scoring Prof Bookson  Course
TEACHING ASSISTANCE chair Dean coleague colleague colleague  centar AV Computer Tutoring  service Family 2880C design  evaluations
Dean K1)
Department colleague k] 12
Colege colleague 04 2 2
Other institution colleague (0 1" 17 K4
Instructional development center 0 ¢) 12 o7 174 0]
Audio visual service center 10 2 ® “ 08 3
Computer conter 16 15 15 17 12 D ¥
Tutoring center 17 18 19 17 o 19 2 ¥
Test sconing service 08 10 | 0] 05 3 2 3 2
Family members 14¢] o7 1" 17 17 8 1] 10 12 04
Protessional association 02 13 1" D K 13 16 21 08 1] 19
Books or articles on instructional design 17 17 10 1" 2 L] 18 17 12 L 12
Course gvaluations 13 17 16 16 16 12 19 15 18 12 L) 2 3
Services of a ~onsortium 0] 15 06 12 19 3 16 17 o7 z o 0 4 15

sas.moy abanoy fuoympogul bupnwiy

Notes: N = 2057, df « 2055; correlations greams than 04 are significant at p = 05,
‘Cecimal points omitted.
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TABLE 66

Contextual Influences on Course Planning

STANDARDIZED
FACTOR MEAN
Unstan-
dardized
Factor Low High
IMPORTANCE Moan S.D. Feld Field
1 Student characteristics (Factor 3) 397 0.80 0.45 6.60
2 Studentgoals (Factor7) 275 0.83 0 5.76
3 Constraints and pragmatic
issuos (Factor 5) 1.58 0.87 .64 4.18
4 Extomal influences (Factor 1) 1.17 0.93 0.92 4.12
§ College/program goals
and mission (Factor 6) 103 0.85 -1.51 3.35
6 Available advice (Factor 4) 1.02 0.88 -1.00 3.69
7 Literature on teaching
and leaming (Factor 8) 1.02 0.81 -1.35 31
8 Available fac’:jes, opportunities,
assistance (v-aclor 2); 0.38 0.84 -1.76 3.81

Note: Factor 1 indicates the first fa ctor to be derived, that is, the one that accounts for the greatest vanation among rasponses.

TABLE &7

Correlation of "Content” Factors with "Context” Factors®

“CONTENT™ FACTORS

Personal/ Pedagogical Educa-
“CONTEXT" intellectual training/voca- Concept Scholarly Religious/ tional
FACTORS development tional orientation learning training political beliefs beliefs
Extemnal influences 02 8 L] 14 o1 4 ]
Facilities, opportunities,
and assistance 17 0 o7 18 P} 03
Student characteristics 3 17 ® 08 01 .
Available advice 12 o7 02 01 13 03
Pragmatic factors a3 17 0! ) 09 ®
College and program mission 04 <) 12 (4 9 07 - |
Student goals 2 .2} “ 01 0.2} 17
Literature on teaching
and leaming 1 10 12 10 o4 19

Notes: N« 1918, df « 1914; comelations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05,
‘Decimal points omitted.
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TABLE 68

Correlation of Context Faclors with Educational Bellefs*®

EDUCATIONAL BELIEFS

Social Effective Systematic Vocational Personal Learning Clarity
CONTEXT FACTOR change thinking instruction develop Constraints enrichment groat id .8 values
External influences 1 4 ¢] b | 4“4 X 16 [0 4] 08
Facilities, opportunities, and assistance 21 17 1" o7 13 2 15 "
Student characteristics 14 12 12 10 o7 17 8 V. |
Available advice o7 01 o 12 12 o7 o7
Pragmatic factors 03 o 01 08 16 01 04 03
Coliege and program mission e 15 . 3 D 1" (1] (0] 10
Stdent goals 18 43 )| 3 ¢ ] .} 06 18
Literature on teaching and leaming (0 1] o7 o7 03 02 13 06 09

Notes: N = 2096, df = 2094; correlations greater than .04 are significant at pw 05,

*Decimal points omitted.
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Chapter 4. Form

In the tentative contextual filters model (Figure 1), we arranged in a circular pattern
five major decisions instructors make, implicitly or explicitly, about the “form” of a
course. These decisions included: (1) selecting subject matter, (2) organizing subject
matter, (3) establishing goals and objectives, (4) choosing methods of instruction, and
(5) choosing materials and teaching activities. By arranging these decisions in an
approximate circle, we intended to imply that: (a) we kpew little about the actual
steps faculty take in making course decisions but suspected that those most closely
allied with subject matter come first, (b) the decisions probably are not made in a
linear sequence, and (c) there likely is no “correct” order for all faculty members.
Just as planning influences are related to discipline, we suspected that faculty in
different fields may attach different importance to the planning decisions and make
these decisions in different sequences.

Steps in Course Planning

Although there is doubt about whether experienced teachers actually follow this
sequence, most pre-college teachers are taught to begin planning by writing course
objectives. College instructors have objected to this procedure as too inear and
mechanical as have experienced pre-college tcachers. Thus, many efforts by peda-
gogical experts to involve faculty in consideration of instructional design alternatives
have floundered. We hoped to get a better sense of the steps that faculty in various
disciplines typically do take in planning college courses so we can foster conversa-
tions about instructional improvements that build on actual practice.

The Reflections interviews gave us some qualitative descriptions of faculty planning
activity but seldom made clear what steps faculty members take first. In fact, as they
described their planning activities, faculty members seemed to vary widely in their
approaches. A few started with objectives and others with classroom activities but
most seemed to start by selecting subject content. Often we heard faculty members
saying they revisited each planning decision several times: the patterns they de-

scribed suggested either a spiral or completely random movement among the deci-
sions.

Building on comments we heard in the Reflections study, we wrote short paragraph
descriptions of steps in course planning (Figure 19). We tried to incorporate both a
decision element and a rationale into some of the statements. The statements were
not pilot tested prior to the survey. In retrospect, we might have written one set of
statements to determine the sequence of decisions and 2 second set to explore the
rationale for them. But, we are not so sure that these elements are easily separable,

In Table 69, we summarize the percentage of faculty members in general education
and preprofessional courses who said each step was “typical” of what they do as they

plan their courses. Table 70 is 2 summary of the steps faculty indicated they were
most likely to takefirst.

Variations by discipline for both the percentage who reported each step as typica!
and who selected it as a “first step” are shown in Table 71. Additional detail about
these variations is provided in Appendix E, Table 22.

e
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16. The following are possible steps in course planning. Please circle the appropriate number
onnchmloauhodzhttoshowhowlyplalﬁlcmplsolyowmrklnplmdmmo
introductory course. After you have rated all stalements, piease place a check In the
box at the left of the single statement that describes what you typlically
dofirst when you plan a course.

Not at all Very

B4

typical typical

[ 1 think about what content should be selected from 1 2 3 4 s (2:9)
my field. 1 consider which concepu are worth
learning, what vocabulary should be acquired, what
skills should be learned, or how ideas in the
discipline fit together.

D I think about the nceds, preparation, and goals of 1 2 3 4 5 (2:6)
students who will be enrolled in the course and how
the students will use what they learn.

D I select objectives for the course based primarily 1 2 3 4 5 (27
on such standards as the college mission, the goals
of my program, the requirements of the employers,
the recommendaticns of n.y professional association
er an accrediting association.

D 1 draw primarily upon my own background, 1 2 3 4 5 (2:8)
education, philosophy of ecducation, and previous
teaching experience as the most essenlisl elements
that determine the objectives of the course.

D 1 think about what teaching materials or resources 1 2 3 4 5 (2:9)
are available that will guide the progress of the course.
For example, I may select a textbook, assemble varied
readings, plan the use of laboratory space, or devise
local field trips.

D Basing my thinking partly on learning theory and 1 2 3 4 5 (2:10)
partly on my past experience, | choose th- types of
activities | believe will best promote student learning.

O 1 100k at student evaluations for previous offerings
of the course and make appropriate adjustments.

—
[ 8]
W
E-N
W

(2:11)

O 1 100k at results of previous examinationg in order to 1 2 3 4 5 (2:12)

identi’y needed changes in the course so that students
will learn more.

Figure 19. Planning steps (CPE-I survey, question 16, page 8).




Plannlng Introductory College Courses

107

TABLE 89

Steps Facuity Consider In Coursa Planning (“Typloai of Me")

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(P=2105) (Mm208) (N=2311)
STEP (%) (%) (%)
| select .ourse content 84.3 89.2 84.7
| think about student needs, preparation
and characteristics 67.5 79.3 68.5
| salect objectives based on external standards 327 §9.3 350
| draw primarily on my own background
and experience 62.1 51.0 61.1
| select textbooks, other resources 58.8 62.0 59.2
| base my choice of activities on what | believe
promotes learning 66.1 76.8 67.0
| examine student evaluations from previous courses 40.6 534 41.8
| examine examinations from previous courses 446 52.9 454
Reterence: Appendixes E and F, Tables 22-GE and 22-P.,
TABLZ 70
Course Planning Step Taken First
GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(n=2105) (n=206) (N=2311)
FIRST STEP (%) (%) (%)

| select course content 46.7 37.2 45.9
| think about student needs, preparation and characteristics  14.9 20.6 15.4
| select objectives based on external standards 52 15.6 6.1
| draw primarily on my own background and experience 16.3 100 15.8
| select textbooks, other resourcas 6.2 7.8 6.4
| base my choice of activities on what | believe
promotes learning 9.2 6.7 9.0
| examine student evaluations from previous courses 0.7 2.2 09
| examine examinations from previous courses 07 0.0 06

Reterence: Appendixes £ and F, Table: 23-GE and 23-P,
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TABLE 71

Steps Faouity Take in Course Planning—Summary

The statement about steps in course planning is “ypical of me”,

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

(A) “Thia is the statement most typical of what | do when planning.”
(B8) “This staement is typical of what | do when planning.”

M Fine Ed Bus
faculty Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math ans lang paych  Nurs adm

Selectcontant  (A) 459 316 459 590 452 613 614 389 539 381 214 474 383
(B)847 795 857 831 863 877 920 787 935 783 689.2 924 869

Establish objec- (A) 158 154 232 226 222 147 127 113 135 150 119 00 16.0
tives basedon (B) A1.1 591 716 695 655 634 614 520 601 636 553 303 638

own background

Think about (A) 154 220 133 6.4 12.7 104 11.2 225 13.5 119 26.2 193 18.5
students (B) 685 803 61.2 55.1 57.6 58.4 657 770 670 653 804 819 77.0
Use leaming (A) 90 17.0 94 47 56 74 41 7.6 6.2 144 71 70 6.2
thecry (B) 670 790 622 564 662 650 580 59.2 658 782 848 742 747
Select (A) 64 45 44 51 8.7 55 5.1 55 8.3 13.1 11.9 53 74
matarials (B) 59.2 56.3 575 583 69.0 55.5 67.4 435 632 739 53.2 716 59.4

Establish object- (A) 6.1 80 28 1.7 48 0.0 3.6 1.3 2.6 75 19.0 19.3 1.1
ives based on (B) 350 358 235 245 274 252 43 514 287 427 574 712 517
oxtemal

influences

Examine previous (A} 09 0.8 1.1 04 0.8 0.6 10 15 1.6 00 24 10 2.5
student () 418 418 399 338 485 5114 375 368 357 480 532 682 429
evaluations

Examine (A) 06 08 00 00 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.6 05 00 0.0 00 0.0

provious tests  (B) 454 41.2 399 411 493 455 410 525 445 497 689 621 484

Reference: Appendixes £ and F, Tables 22-GE, 22.P, 23-GE. and 23-P.
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The summary responses in Table 69 support the information obtained from other
sections of the CPE survey. Content was clearly the most important influence in
course planning, followed by student characteristics. External standards, student
characteristics, and beliefs about how students learn were considerably more impor-
tant to preprofessional course instructors than to general education instructors. One
seemingly cont-adictory finding is that 67.0% of faculty members reported consider-
ing what they believe promotes learning when, in sections of the CPE we have previ-
ously discussed, fewer reported reading about principles of teaching and learning,
Possibly much of what faculty members know about learning is based on their own
teaching experience (which they declare a strong influence on planning) rather than
on formal sources. An important exception, therefore, occurred for instructors in
educational psychology. For these instructors, learning theory is part of the content
taught and, as expected, a high percentage (84.8%) of educational psychology teach-
ers said they thought about what promotes learning. Similar answers were obtained
from faculty members in those flelds that are likely to have had some training in
education: composition (79.0%) and Romance language (78.2%) instructors.

Discipline differences occurred on every step in cour'se planning (Table 72) except on
the exten* to which faculty used previous student evaluations and examinations in
planning; neither of these sources of information was used frequently. The discipline
differences seem consistent with faculty views of their disciplines and their educa-
tional beliefs, on which we have reported previously. For example, in relation to
other groups, literature (71.6%), history (69.5%), and sociology (65.5%) instructors
more frequently said they relied heavily on their own background and experiences. It
Is puzzling, however, that nursing faculty (30.3%) were the least likely to say they did
so. Also consistent with their responses on other questions in this survey, composi-
tion (35.8%), mathematics (51.5%), and Romance language (42.7%) instructors
considered external standards and student characteristics more important and
content selection less important (79.5%, 78.7%, 78.4%, respectively) in planning than
did their colleagues in other fields.

When the academic flelds were examined separately, there were very few differences
in the steps faculty at different types of colleges take as they plan courses (Appendix
F, Tables 22 and 23). Composition teachers in two-year colleges appear to feel
particularly strong influence from external standards and, in history, there may be
some college-related patterns that would be clearer with additional information.

Many faculty indicated that selecting content is the first step they take in course
planning (45.9%). Far smaller percentages of faculty reported any of the other steps
as typical of their first planning steps. Combining the two steps that mentioned
establishing course objectives (one question based on external standards, and the
other based on one’s own background), 21.9% of the faculty members said they set
objectives as a first step in the planning process. Fifteen percent {lrst considered
students’ needs, preparation, and interests, and 9% first think about what promotes
student learning. Other possible steps in course planning listed in the survey were
chosen as first steps by only a few of the faculty members responding.

As shown in Table 72, there were few identiflable patterns of assoclations among the
steps in course planning., Factor analysis also indicated either a single factor or no
underlying factor structure for this set of items (Appendix G, Table 17).




Planning Introductory Couiege Courses

110

TABLE 72

Intercorrelation of Steps in Course Planning®

COURSE PLANNING STEP

Select content Own Leaming Student
COURSE PLANNING STEP trom fieid Student External  background Texts theory eval
Think about student characteristics
and needs 29
Select objectives based on external
influences 12 34
Select objectives based on own
background, beliets and experienco 04 03 03
Select toxtbooks, other resources 20 20 13 22
Select activities based on leaming
theory and past experience 17 31 25 19 34
Look at student evajuations 16 20 20 10 25 32
Look at previous examination results 21 22 24 07 21 33 55

Notes: N = 2040, df = 2038; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05,
‘Decimal points omitted.
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Stating and Communicating Course Goals

The National Institute of Education (NIE) report entitled Involvement in Learning
(1984) suggested that student learning is enhanced when faculty members make
their expectations clear to students. We know that some faculty explicitly state
course objectives, some make their objectives known in other ways, and some may
fail to make them clear to students. In our studies we have tried to discover some of
the important goals instructors in varied fields hold for students in their introductory
courses and what different methods they use to communicate their goals and objec-
tives to students.

During the Refleciions interviews, we coded faculty goals twice—once as they de-
scribed their course in general terms and again when they answered our request for
the two most important goals for their students. We also asked faculty members how
they “sent messages to the students” about goals and how they knew whether stu-
dents understood the goals. Faculty varied in their ability to articulate their teaching
objectives and communication processes, thus it was difficult to draw firm conclu-
sions from the answers to these broad questions. It seemed to us, however, that the
types of course goals stated and the methods used varied by discipline in identifiable
ways.

Understanding faculty course goals was important not only to understand course
planning but because we planned a companion study of student goals in these
introductory courses. Since answers in the Reflections study seemed so individual-
ized, we left the question about course goals open-ended on the Course Planning
Exploration. Based on the interviews, we provided six statements about possible
methods of communicating goals to students and asked faculty members to indicate
if they relied on each method and if they - it was effective. The nature of the
questions is shown in Figure 20,

Faculty Course Goals

Initially, we intended to code faculty responses to the open-ended questions accord-
ing to the broad categories of educational beliefs we had adapted and expanded from
the work of Eisner and Vallance (1974) (see Chapter 2). Eventually, to better reflect
the goals contributed, we made the following modifications in the coding scheme. We
combined the two vocationally or‘ented categories (vocationally-based and knowledge
utilization) {nto a single category that we called “preparing students for the future.”
We broadened the category formerly called effective thinking to include other aspects
of “intellectual devzlopment,” and created a category called “skill development” that
recognized the development of basic study skills as well as skills for specific subjects,
such as Romance languages and nursing. Last, we added “aesthetic goals” and a
residual category for goa.s that were unclear to the coders. The resulting categories
used for coding over 4,000 faculty statements are given in Table 73. The percentage
distribution of responses is given in Table 74.

The distribution of farulty goals falling into the various categories, differed in an
important way from beliefs about educational purpose that faculty had expressed in
response to the descriptions in Chapter 2 Since effective thinking had been the
overwhelming choice of faculty as an educational purpose, we expected “intellectual
development” (a category encompassing effective thinking) to be the most frequently
mentioned course goal. In fact, intellectual development was only the second most
frequently mentioned category, and the focus of relatively few goal statements. The
percentage of goals classified as intellectual development ranged from 3.8% of those
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20. Please state briefly two goals for your Introductory course that you belleve are
important to communicate to students.

A, (3:42)

B. (3:43)

21. Using the appropriate scales at the right, please indicate which of the following methods
you rely on to communicate the goals you named above fo students in the introductory
course. Then estimate how effactive you believe that method is.

Reliance on Method Effectiveness of Method

Seldom Rely on Not Very

rely on heavily effective  effective
I describe the course goals and objectives 1 2 3 4 5§ 1 2 3 4 S5 (uy
in the syllabus in detail. (3:49)
I spend considerable time during the first 1 2 3 4 5§ 1 2 3 4 § (346
class stressing course goals and objectives (3:47)
orally.
I remind students of th: goals 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 § (349
periodically throughout the term. (3:49)
I structure assignments and activities that are 1 2 3 4 5§ 1 2 3 4 S5 (330
linked to the goals and allow students to identify (3:51)
the connections independently.
I structure ascignments and sctivities that are 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (39
linked 10 the goals and explicitly discuss their (3:53)
purposes with students.

Figure 20. Communicating course goals (CPE-I survey, questions 20-21, page 18).




TABLE 73

Codes for Important Faculty Course Goals

CODE GOAL CATEGORY
0 Concepts or knowledge in the fieid
1 Students’ personal or social growth (whather rationale relates to student or society)
2 Studants' intellectual development (effective thinking, study habits, disceming relationships, etc.)
a Students' skill development (such as in developmental mathematice, communication, or
an applied field such as nursing)
4 Values development
5 Leaming the great ideas of humanity
6 Preparing students for the future (for a career, the migjor, graduate school, or another course)
7 Aesthetic—"Appreciation of...* or creativity
8 Undear responses
9 Missing
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TABLE 74

Course Goals Contributed by Faculty Members, by Academic Flold

PERCENTAGE RESPONSES BY ACADEMIC FIELD"

Comp

ut

Hist

Soc

Psych

Bio

Math

Fine arts

Lang

Ed peych

Nure

Bus

TYPE OF GOAL (n=415) (n=210) (n=263) (nw141) (n=180) (n=215) (n=304) (n=205) {n=172) (ne48) (n=88) (n91)
Concepts or knowledge
in the field 234 471 52.7 53.6 56.3 55.2 36.8 54.0 33.4 68.8 55.8 54.4
Personal or social
development 10.4 14.0 9.9 21.7 202 17.2 7.3 8.7 14.6 8.8 13.3 14.2
Intelectual development 204 158 22.0 18.4 10.4 1.9 19.6 8.7 45 38 6.2 59
Skill development kY& 11.0 71 26 42 23 12.6 75 33.8 5.0 1.5 59
Value development 15 23 19 1.1 15 1.5 21 28 1.3 25 0.0 1.2
Groat ideas 00 05 0.6 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Preparation for the tuture 33 10 04 07 27 58 15.1 21 10 8.8 9.7 11.8
Aesthetics 1.0 78 26 04 0.9 28 1.2 129 48 1.3 0.0 18
Unclear 21 10 28 15 39 33 5.2 1.5 6.7 1.3 35 47
Total 99.9 100.5 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.3 100.0 99.9

*Each faculty member was asked lo contribute two goals; a few contnbuted only one.

o
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contributed by educational psychology instructors to 22% of those contributed by
history instructors. Among the open-ended responses, "teaching the concepts of the
field” was by far the goal most often mentioned. The identification of concept trans-
mission goals ranged from 23.4% of goals contributed by English composition in-
structors to 68.8% of those contributed by educational psychology instructors. The
discrepancy between faculty responses to a prepared statement on effective thinking,
that could be viewed as “appropriate” to endorse, and their own contributions in
response to an open-ended question is intriguing. It may indicate that rhetoric and
practice differ.

Relative to the first-ranked “teaching concepts” and the second-ranked “intellectual
development,” other types of goals were mentioned far less frequently by faculty
members. “Skill development” (ranging from 2.3% in biology to 37.8% in composi-
tion), and “personal or social development"” (from 7.3% in mathematics to slightly over
20% in sociology and psychology) were of modest importance, depending on the
discipline. Very few faculty members contributed goals focused on “value develop-
ment,” or "learning the great ideas of humanity.” In some respects, responses of
faculty in specific flelds to the open-ended question corresponded to their responses
when indicating the importance of educational purpose statements. For example,
“aesthetic development” was mentioned primarily by fine arts instructors (12.9%),
while mathematics and the preprofessional instructors contributed more than 10% of
the goal statements classified as “preparation for the future.” It must be noted that
faculty were limited to two goals; the fact that they focused on certain types of goals
doesn't mean that others are not important to them.

As expected, although the goals contributed by faculty members varied by academic
fleld, goals were sirailar for instructors in the same fields, regardiess of institutional
type. We conducted no formal statistical comparison because we felt that using
general categories obscured some important nuances contained in the goals state-
ments contributed by faculty. A more thorough analysis using a refined set of cate-
gories that emerged from content analysis of these data is under way. This analysis
will appear in a supplementaiy report.

Communicating Goals

More than 60% of the faculty reported that they relied heavily on each of the five
methods for communicating goals to students suggested in the survey (Table 75).
Reports from faculty teaching in preprofessional fields implied stronger emphasis on
communicating goals than did reports from general education faculty. There were
differences among academic fields on the ratings of all five communication methods

among the general education instructors, but not among the three preprofessional
flelds.

For example, as shown in Table 76, mathematics (51.0%) and biology (54.1%) in-
structors are least likely to say they rely on the syllabus, while composition teachers
are most likely to remind students of course goals periodically (81.6%) and, along
with educational psychology instructors (85.5%) and nursing instructors (79.1%),
discuss goals explicitly in relation to assignments (81.2%).

Using a five-point scale, we asked instructors to rate the effectiveness of each method
of communicating goals to students. Not surprisingly, the methods rated most
effective were those that faculty members claimed to 1.se most frequently, that is,
explicitly connecting assignments with goals and stressing goals periodically in class.
Disciplinary differences in ratings of effectiveness paralleled those in faculty reports
of the methods they used. When the responses of faculty teaching courses in various
disciplines were examined separately, there were no differences by college type.
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TABLE 78

Ways of Communioating Goals to Students (“Rely on Heavily")

GENERAL ~ PRE-
EC_CATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(n=2105) (n=208) (N=2311)

METHOD (%) (%) (%)
Deascribe in syllabus—-detailed 61.7 7.7 63.2
Stress during first class 714 73.3 71.3
Stress periodically 69.7 72.9 69.9
Allow studants to infer from assignments 63.2 58.8 62.8
Explicitly discuss goals in assignments 66.4 748 67.2

Reterence. Appendixes E and F, Tables 24-GE and 24-P.

TABLE 78

Communicating Goals—Summary

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING “HAT:

“To communicate my course goals to students in my introductory coursa, | rely heavily on®;
(A) “Describing the course goals in the syllabus;”

{8) "Reminding students o! course goals throughout the term;*

{C) "Allowing students to connect activities with course goals on their own;”

(D) "Explicity discusaing connections of activities with course goals.”

(A 8 © (>
Syllabus Reminder Infor Connect

English composition 676 81.6 67.1 81.2
Literature 63.0 70.2 726 67.0
History 616 66.3 576 58.6
Sociology 623 70.3 64.5 68.2
Psychology 66.5 62.5 630 65.0
Biology 54.1 59.7 498 546
Mathematics 51.0 65.7 56.7 59.1
Fine arts 65.3 68.4 694 68.6
Romance languages 64.7 73.2 707 66.8
Educational psychology 792 708 52.1 85.5
Nursing 8386 79.1 575 79.2
Business 726 69.3 63.4 66.0
All faculty 63.2 69.9 628 67.2

Raference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 24.GE and 24-P.
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Course Sequencing

Conventional wisdom indicates that how material is sequenced in college courses is
related to the discipline being taught. Indeed, folklore holds that faculty may use
yellowed notes and simply teach as they were taught. However, there is little evi-
dence about whether all or most faculty members arrange course topics like others in
their fleld or whether they consider and select from other sequencing alternatives.

To explore this question in the Reflections study, we adapted a scheme of content
sequencing developed by Posner and Strike (1976) primarily for K-12 courses. We
reworded the categorical descriptions to make them more readily adaptable to higher
education and added a category (based on the writings of Seidman, 1985) to explore
the possibility that sequencing largely depends on pragmatic factors. Faculty mem-
bers ranked cards containing descriptions of the sequencing patterns from the pat-
tern most like thelr course to that least like their course. As the interviewees thought
aloud while sorting the cards, we lea-med that discipline-related ways of arranging
content are sometimes modified by other influences.

The sequencing descriptions we developed in the Reflections study were revised for
the Course Planning Exploration (CPE) to eliminate ambiguity. We added two new
statements conveying: (1) a course arr ingement based directly on job requirements
for graduates, and (2) a course arrang:ment based on values clarification. The
category addressing pragmatic factors was eliminated because of lack of endorsement
in the Reflections study.

Instructors were asked to respond on Likert-type scales rather than to rank the
statements. In addition to rating each statement on a five-point scale, respondents
were also asked to select a single preferred sequencing arrangement for their intro-
ductory course. The question asked is shown in Figure 21.

The percentage of faculty members who judged each of the seven statements as like
or unlike their way of arranging course content is given in Table 77. Table 78 pres-

ents the percentage of faculty members who selected each statement as “most like my
own course,”

Three descriptions tended to be most like the course arrangements faculty reported
using: “the way in which major concepts and relationships are organized” (concept-
based; 74.9%); “the way I know students learn” (learning-based; 57.4%); and “the
way relationships occur in the real world” (structurally-based; 47.1%). The other four
choices were chosen as “much like” or “very much like” my course arrangement by
less than 35% of faculty members.

Substantial differences occurred among the varicus academic flelds (Table 79). Most
strikingly, preprofessional faculty more often selected sequencing patterns based on
knowledge utilization and career preparation and less often chose sequences prem-
ised on how knowledge was created in the field. Among the professional fields,
however, there were differences; consistent with their other responses in this survey,
nursing instructors more often favored concept-based sequences and learning-based
sequences than did instructors in the other two preprofessional fields.

The smallest percentages of faculty indicating that the most popular arrangement
(concept-based) was like their course were in literature (55.7%) and Romance lan-
guages (55.0%). As we have previously noted, these are fields in which many faculty
do not view their disciplines as sets of related concepts. Consistent with other educa-
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Figure 21. Content arrangement (CPE-I survey, question 19, pages 16-17).
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YABLE 77

Preferred Method of Arranging Course Content (“Very Much Like My Course™)

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(r=2105) (n=2086) (N=2311)

PREFERRED METHOD (%) (%) (%)
Way relationships occur in real world
(Structurally-based) 47.9 39.8 471
W2y students will use it in social,
personal or career setting
(Knowledge utilization) 27.5 62.3 30.5
Way major concepts and
relationships are organized
(Concept-based) 71.0 70.7 74.9
Way | know students learmn
(Learning-based) §7.2 58.9 57.4
So that students prepare
directly for careers
(Vocationally-based) 15.4 64.5 19.8
Way knowledge has
been created in my field
(Knowledge creation) 33.0 26.6 32,5
To help students clarify values
and commitments
(Value-based) 29.2 39.9 30.2

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 25-GE and 25-P.
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TABLE 78

Preferred Method of Arranging Content (“Most Like My Course”)

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
{n=2105) (n=208) (N2311)

PREFERRED METHOD (%) (%) (%)
Way relationships occur in real world
(Structurally-based) 16.1 4.4 15.1
Way students will use it in social,
personal or career setting
(Knowledge utilization) 6.6 20.3 78
Way major concepts and relationships
are organized
(Concept-based) 40.5 40.7 40.5
Way | know students leam
(Learning-based) 21.2 77 20.1
So that students prepare
directly for careers .
(Vocationally-based) 24 17.6 3.7
Way knowledge has been
created in my field
(Knowladge creation) 6.0 2.2 5.7
To help students clarify values
and committments
(Value-based) 7.1 7.1 7.4

Reterence: Appendixes E and F, Tables 26-GE and 26-P.
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tional beliefs and views of the discipline they reported in this survey, 78.1% of the
composition faculty but only 34.1% of the history faculty used a learning-based
course arrangement. The pattern was reversed for structurally-based arrangements;
72.7% of the history faculty used this course arrangement pattern (emphasizing the
chronological nature of their field) but only 34.0% of the composition faculty and
32.0% of the Romance language faculty did so.

Overall, only 32.5% of the faculty said they arranged thelr course according to the
way knowledge in their field had been created. Psychology faculty were most likely to
do so (43.6%) while Romance language faculty were least likely to do so (15.5%).
While the fleld's mode of inquiry may be introduced in an introductory course, it
seldom forms the basts for organizing course content.

Faculty members in varied flelds gave widely different ratings to the idea of arranging
a course so that students can clarify values and develop commitments. Instructors
in literature (55.7%), history (45.6%), and sociology {12.1%) viewed this description
as much like the way they arrange their course while mathematics (4.0%), Romance
language (11.9%), and biology instructors (18.1%) felt it was not at all like thelr way.

Two sequencing options described the use of the course material in the world outside
college. We called one knowledge utilization because it very broadly described ar-
ranging material as students might use it in personal, social, and career settings. We
called the second description vocational because it focused more narrowly on imme-
diate usefulness in a career with well-defined skills or requirements. A third or more
of faculty members in sociology (42.8%), foreign language (38.8%), composition
(37.6%), and psychology (34.4%) believed they arranged material in ways that stu-
dents would find broadly useful. Only mathematice faculty members (30.6%) and
preprofessional instructors (64.5%) indicated that they arranged material in their
courses in a way directly relevant to specific careers. Except in history, faculty
members in the same disciplines tend to arrange their courses the same way, regard-
less of the type of college tn which they teach.

When faculty chose the single paragraph description that was most like their course
arrangement, the response patterns obtained were similar to those described above
(Table 79). Most faculty (40.5%) selected concept-based arrangements; 20.1% of the
faculty selected learning-based; 15.1% selected structurally-based organization, and
the rematning few selected one of the other four arrangements. The first choices of
instructors from each general education field matched the rankings they assigned to
individual descriptions, Similarly, the rankings remained the same for the preprofes-
sional faculty, namely, concept-based, knowledge utilization, vocational.

Correlations of the ratings faculty gave to each of the ways of arranging course
content are shown in Table 80. Correlational patterns are difficult to interpret and
the factor structure underlying this set of responses 1s weak (Appendix G, Table 18).
It seems likely, however, that certain arrangements, such as knowledge utilization,
can co-exist more readily in the same course with some patterns such as learning-
based or concept-based arrangements while coming into potential conflict with other
patterns such as structurally-based or knowledge-creation sequences.
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TABLE 79

Faculty Preferencea for Arunglng Course Content—Summary

(441

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

(A) - This is the statement most like how | arrange content in my course.
(B) - This statement is much like how | arrange content in my course.

All Fine Ed
faculty Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math arts Lang psych Nurs Bus

$3s.mo) abanoy fuoonpasgul Sujuuoly

Conceptually-based (A) 405 29.4 33.7 25.5 50.8 58.7 59.3 55.9 35.8 234 51.3 46.8 30.9
(B) 71.0 65.7 55.8 63.5 84.9 776 87.7 83.2 65.7 55.0 76.1 91.0 62.2
Learning-based (A) 20.1 40.6 12.1 3.5 12.3 7.8  10.1 23.8 14.5 51.9 1.7 6.5 8.6
(B) 57.4 78.1 46.9 34.1 48.5 48.6 43.4 69.9 47.0 776 56.5 74.2 48.9
Structurally-based (A) 1541 48 23.2 46.8 3.8 7.8 21,1 3.5 33.2 4.5 2.6 4.8 4.9
(B) 471 34.0 48.5 72.7 41.7 40.5 62.4 40.2 63.9 32.0 42.2 45.4 34.4
Knowledge utilization (A) 7.8 10.3 2.6 1.7 13.1 10.2 1.0 42 42 14.9 12.8 17.7 25.9
(B) 305 37.6 18.3 16.0 42.7 344 16.7 26.3 12.7 38.8 63.1 62.1 62.3
Values-based (A) 7.1 6.4 23.2 12.1 10.8 7.8 3.0 0.0 4.1 0.0 10.3 48 7.4
(B) 30.2 31.0 55.7 45.6 42.1 346 18.1 4.0 27.2 11.9 37.0 40.3 41.1
Knowledge creation (A) 5.7 5.3 5.3 10.0 9.2 7.8 4.5 45 6.2 2.6 2.6 0.0 a.7
(B) 32.5 28.8 32.0 39.2 39.1 436 36.5 36.0 27.6 158.5 21.8 29.9 26.6
Vocationa!ly-based (A) 3.7 3.2 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.0 8.0 2.1 2.6 12.8 19.4 18.5
(B) 19.8 18.7 58 8.8 11.6 128 14.2 30.6 6.4 19.6 56.6 80.6 56.7
Reference. Appendix E and F, Table 26-GE and 26-P.
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TABLE 80

Intercorreiation of Preferred Ways of Arranging Course Content*

CONTENT ARRANGEMENT

Structurally-  Knowledge Concept- Leaming- Vocationally- Knowledge
CONTENT ARRANGEMENT based utilization based based based creation
Knowledge utilization 15
Concept-based 15 17
Leaming-based 02 31 22
Vocationally-based 1" 45 14 32
Knowledge creation 21 19 19 06 27
Value development 15 36 03 05 16 32

Notss: N = 2057, df = 2055; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p = .05.
‘Decimal points omitted.
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Assisting and Monitoring Student Learning

According to previous research, college faculty rely heavily on lectures as a teaching
strategy and they do so most frequently in introductory courses (Thielens, 1987),
Given this well-established teaching mode, considerable attention has been given
recently to encouraging activities in which students are more active and to suggesting
ways that instructors may know that students are awake, involved, and learning
(Cross, 1986).

In the Reflections study, we did not ask instructors whether they lectured. Proceed-
ing more indirectly, we asked them to estimate the percentage of communication
going from student to teacher and, reciprocally, from teacher to student in the class-
room. The answers confirmed that (except in English classes) instructors do
communicate to students much of the time rather than receiving communications
Jromthem. During the interviews, faculty members shared various reasons for this.

We also asked Instructors how they knew whether students were involved in learning
and how they monitored and assisted the learning process. The interviewees contrib-
uted a variety of common ways to assist students; among them, informal methods
predominated, and some were more typical at certain types of institutions. For
example, at community colleges instructional assistance or tutoring centers were
frequently mentioned; at small liberal arts colleges instructors were more likely to
work individually with students after class or during office hours.

Irs the Course Planning Exploration (CPE), faculty were asked to indicate which
methods of assisting and monitoring learning were most like their own teaching
behavior. For ways of monitoring student involvement in learning, we also asked how
much confidence instructors had in ten indicators. To accommodate differences
among disciplines, a “not applicable” response category was included. Figures 22
and 23 show the survey questions.

Assisting Students

Over 50% of faculty members in all introductory courses said they assisted students’
learning in each of the ways mentioned in the survey questions. Over 80% said they
provided structure to clarify material, tried to find ways to mottvate students, showed
enthusiasm for their subject and personal concern for students, and tried to provide
a role model. The responses are summarized in Table 81 and the discipline differ-
ences in Table 82. Because of the high percentages of the faculty saying all methods
were “much like” their own teaching actions, the slight variations across disciplines
ssem inconsequential. “Providing extra help sessions,” was the option least fre-
quently endorsed by faculty as like their own practice and one that varied substan-
tially by discipline. Overall, 51,3% of the faculty said they provide such help; the
perceritage ranged from lows of 37.9% in fine arts and 36.3% in business to highs of
62.0.% in mathematics, 67.7% in composition, and 76.1% in nursing. Consistent
with our finding in the Reflections study, within disciplines, extra help sessions were
reported more frequently in liberal arts colleges. One explanation may be that tuto-
rial assistance centers are more often used in large tnstitutions such as comprehen-
=ive universities and some community colleges. All of the different types of help are
typically used at some time by most faculty, as indicated by the single factor on
which all items are assoctated (Appendix G-19).
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22. Please circle the appropriate number on the scales al the right to indicale which stataments
are most like the kinds of things you do to help students in this introductiry course learn.
Not at all like Very much like
what | do what | do
I provide extra help sessions. 1 2 3 4 ] (3:54)
1 provide structure to clarify the 1 2 3 4 5 (3:39)
course material,

+ 1 find ways to motivate or interest students. 1 2 3 s (3:56)
I show enthusiasm for my subject. 1 2 3 4 s (3:57)
I show personal concern and empathy. | 2 3 4 5 (3:58)
I try to provide a role model for students. 1 2 3 4 s (3:59)l

Figure 22. Ways of helping students learn (CPE-I survey, question 22, page 19).
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23. Listed below are some examples of “indicators" or clues that some faculty members use to
10/l whether students are actively involved in learning. How often do you use each indicator?
What degree of confidence do you have in each indicator?
(NA =1 do not use the indicator)
Use of Indicator Confidence in Indicator
Daily Weekly Monthly 95% S0% 25%
or less or less
of
Examining results of quizzes or exams D D D NA D D D 8::?;
Watching student faces and other body D D D NA D D D (3:62)
language (3:63)
Observing student discussions and class D D D NA D D D (3:64)
participation (3:6%)
Observing frequency of after-class D D O NA D a a (3:66)
discussions and questions (3:67)
Observing frequency of student visits 0O O D Na| O O O (3:68)
to my office (3:69)
Observing class attendance D D D NA D D D 83?;
Observing frequency of turning in D D D NA D D D (3:72)
complete assignments (3:73)
Analyzing student themes or papers 0O O 3 |na g O a ;;;;;
Examining student evaluations of D D D NA D D D (3:76)
the course (311N
Analyzing student journals D D D NA D D D g;:;

Figure 23. Indicators of student involvement (CPE-I survey, question 23, page 20).
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TABLE #1

Ways of Assisting a.«d Monitoring Student Learning (“Much Like What | Do")

GENERAL PRE.
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL
(rm2108) (Mm208) (N=2311)

METHOD (%) (%) (%)
Provide extra help sessions 51.3 50.5 51.3
Provide structure W clarify material 826 85.5 82.9
Find ways %0 motivate otudonts 80.8 86.4 81.3
Show enthusiasm for subject 97.2 98.1 97.3
Show personal concern for students 92.6 98.1 93.1
Provide role model for students 81.5 96.1 82.8

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 27-GE and 27.P

TABLE 82

Ways of Assisting Student Lesrning

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

“To assist student learning, the following are much like what 1 do in my introductory course®:

(A) *Provide exira help sessions;”

(B) “Provide structure to darily matenal;*

(C) *Find ways 10 motivate students”

(D) “Show personal concern for students.”

(A) (8) (€ (D)
Ext. Help Clanly Motivate Concemn

English composition 62.7 82.0 84.7 949
Literature 423 793 83.7 929
History 46.3 83.9 79.4 90.4
Sociology 45.3 81.9 83.4 90.7
Psychology 45.0 84.3 84.9 90.4
Biology 472 79.7 795 91.2
Mathematics 620 84.0 68.6 91.1
Fine arts 379 78.7 82.3 93.6
Romance languages 57.3 91.1 85.3 97.7
Educational psychology 41.7 875 85.5 100.0
Nursing 76.1 92.6 88.1 100.0
Business 36.3 79.1 858 85.6
All faculty A 51.3 82.9 81.3 93.1

Reference: Appendix E and F, Tables 27-GE and 27.P




Planning Introductory College Courses

128

Monitering Learning

Faculty members use various indicators to monitor students' involvement in their
learning and have varying degrees of confidence in the accuracy of the indicators.
Simplified results, focusing on the percentage reporting that the indicators are used
daily, are summarized in Tables 83 and 84. (For more detalil, see Appendix E, Table
28.)

Faculty most frequently use personal observations to determine if students are
involved. For example, Table 83 shows some indicators that faculty members said
they use frequently, such as watching student faces, observing discussions, and
monitoring class attendance. Table 84 shows the percentage of instructors who said
they had 95% confldence that these frequently used indicators are correct. The fact
that faculty frequently use an indicator of involvement does not mean they have a
high degree of confldence in it.

Overall, combining indicators used at least weekly or dafly, more than 60% of faculty
members said they observe how frequently students visit them in their offices, ask
questions after class, and complete assignments on a daily or weekly basts.

Faculty members use exams and assignments as monitoring devices on a less fre-
quent basis than personal observations. Siudent journals are used very infrequently,
and primarily by composition and literature instructors. Only 8.0% of the faculty
said student evaluations were not applicable, but such evaluations were not used for
frequent feedback. Overall, about 85% of the faculty said they use such evaluations
monthly or less frequently, indicating that most faculty probably use such evalu-
ations only at the end of the term.

Another way to interpret these data is to combine items faculty feel are not applicable
in their field with those they use only monthly to determine which strategles are used
least often (Table 85).

This tally provides little new information to those familiar with college teaching.
Faculty members have strongest confidence in traditional ways of monitoring student
learning, including exams, papers, and completed assignmcnts; they use these
indicators most frequently (Appendixes E and F, Table 29).

Disciplines differed in expected ways: faculty from concept-oriented subjects, such
as biology and mathematics, relied more heavily on examinations; faculty teaching
courses that develop oral skills (such as Romance languages) relied more heavily on
class discussions. When each discipline was considered separately, faculty at
smaller types of colleges put more confidence in class attendance as an indicator.
Factor analysts of this set of items (Appendix G, Table 20) indicates that faculty are
likely to rely on several similar strategies within these general types, such as personal
observations, written assignments, and examinations.

Summary

Our notion of the patterns of course decisions that lead to course “form" are still
incomplete. We now know that most faculty members select subject matter first but
others establish goals and objectives or select learning materials as a first step. The
first steps that faculty members take are often characteristic of the field they teach
and are closely related to educational bellefs and influences typical for that field. We
do not yet have a good grasp, either, on the ways faculty use feedback they obtain to
revise their course planning strategies,
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TABLE 83

Uselul indlcators of Student Involvement

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL L
(n=2105) (nm208) (N=2311)

INDICATOR (%) (%) (%)
Examine results of quizzes/exams

Daily 4.3 1.5 40

NA 4.3 2.4 42
Watch student faces

Daily 88.0 78.6 87.2

NA 25 1.0 24
Observe discussions and participation

Daily 73.7 70.9 735

NA 4.0 10 38
Observe afterclass questions

Daily 434 38.4 429

NA 16.8 15.8 16.7
Observe frequency of student office visit

Daily 28.4 275 28.3

NA 17.3 16.2 17.2
Observing class attendance

Daily 79.4 70.4 78.6

NA 3.2 44 3.3
Observing frequancy of completing assignments

Daily 35.2 28.2 348

NA 13.1 10.2 128
Analyze student papers and themes

Daily 14.9 9.8 14.4

NA 22.7 16.7 221
Examine student course evaluations

Daily 4.1 59 4.2

NA 84 44 8.0
Analyze student journals

Daily 20 10 19

NA 68.6 67.3 68.5

Reference. Appendix E and F, Tables 28-GE and 26-P
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TABLE M4

Monitoring Indicators Faculty Use Most Often

5%
INDICATOR DALY WEEKLY CONFIDENCE
Waiching student faces 88.0% 7.3% 45.7%
Class atendance 78.6% 13.9% 39.9%
Obeerving discussions and student participation 73.5% 19.4% 50.0%
Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 28-GE and 26-P.
TABLE 85
Monltoring Indicators Faculty Use Least Otten
(8) (A+B)

(A) *MONTHLY *INFREQUENT “95%
INDICATOR "NOT APPLICABLE" USE*® USE" CONFIDENCE"
Watch faces 24 24 48 46.0
Anendance 3.2 40 732 39.9
Class discussion 40 33 73 49.7
After-class discussion 16.7 17.0 337 20.9
Office visits 17.2 215 38.7 15.4
Exams results 42 53.8 58.0 62.2
Conplete assignments 128 19.1 319 46.5
Student papers 221 346 56.7 50.5
Student evaluations 8.0 84.7 927 21.4
Student journals 685 248 933 77

Ratarence: Appendixes E and F, Tables 20-GE and 28-P
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Chapter 5. Refining and Using the Contextual Filters Model

This survey of influences on course planning among college faculty confirmed and
extended a list of influences and planning steps identified in earlier interviews. Based
on the interviews, we developed the contextual filters model of course planning. The data
from the study presented here allowed us to refine the model. We found that influences
represented in the original model are present on most campuses, but their importance
varies dramatically for different teaching fields. The importance of each influence also
varies, but less dramatically, with the tvpe of college. Since the model is essentially
descriptive rather than prescriptive, with variations occurring by setting and discipline,
perhaps it is best described as a theme with observable variations. The model does not
describe or advocate a “best way" to plan courses.

As far as we know, this yvas the first large-scale, nationally representative study of course
planning in higher education. Although descriptive data from a survey cannot generate
rules for good course planning, the data can help faculty to identify planning alternatives.
In addition, understanding which factors influence planning choices can help faculty
plan better and thus improve student learning. To facilitate discussion of planning
options and influences by faculty, we are modifying our survey instrument and
developing an accompanying manual that indtvidual colleges or departments may use for
group self-study.

In this final chapter we expand on the results reported in preceding chapters by refining
and illustrating the contextual fliters model. Then we discuss questions arising from the
findings and suggest avenues for additional research. Finally, we mention briefly several
practical applications of what we have learned thus far about course planning.

Our survey results confirmed the usefulness of our original contextual filters model in
describing course planning. We continue to observe that “content influences"—the
discipline taught, the instructor’s training in it, and the educational beliefs typically
associated with it——most strongly influence how faculty members plan courses. The ways
faculty typically arrange course subject matter and how they mon:.or and assist student
learning also are discipline-related.

Beyond these fleld-spectfic influences, the college context in which the course planning
takes place may also influence a fuculty member's planning. Among the strongest
“contextual influenices” are the characteristics of students and the goals of students,
programs, and colleges. Other influences are either far less potent or faculty are less
aware of them; they may be important only in certain fields or settings. Thus, the college
setting serves as a mediator of the content influences on planning rather than as a prime
catalyst for educational decisions.

Although the model identifies and includes most existing influences on course planning,
the strength of each influence depends irst on the discipline being taught and, as we have
mentioned, less strongly on the college setting. Thus, the model is a basic framework
whose elements can be more completely specified for each field and, in some cases, for
the type of college. Finally, although faculty members teaching in a given discipline or
group of related disciplines often bring similar perspectives to course planning, not all
faculty members within a discipline think alike. Because of their own backgrounds, prior
teaching experiences, and other factors, as well as thelr teaching context, a few faculty
members in each field will plan quite differently from thetr colleagues.
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To illustrate these conclusions about the contextual fiiters model, we proceed in four
steps.

First, we describe the components of the model, that is, the various influences on
introductory course planning that we have identified. This version of the model is the
basic framework and includes a wide variety of potential influences, only some of which
are important ina given situation. Our purpose is to describe the parts of the framework
and our understanding of the relationships among them.,

Second, we shade the components of the model to represent a composite model
graphically, The composite model shows the relative importance of the influences to the
nationally representative group of faculty respondents to our survey—2,311 faculty
members teaching introductory courses in twelve fields at 97 colleges. This composite
model does not represent any single instructor’s planning strategies since the importance
ascribed to each component depends on the particular mix of faculty members respond-
ing to the survey. It does serve, however, to identify planning influences that are
particularly important or unimportant to large numbers of faculty members. In this
sense, the composite model is a useful heuristic to guide discussion of course planning.

Third, we use the basic framework to develop four fleld-specific profiles approximating
the strength of the influences on faculty members teaching diverse fields. The four
profiles {llustrate clusters of fields in which faculty hold similar beliefs about the nature
of the disciplines and the purposes of education. In each graphic portrayal, we have used
succinct labels to represent complex constructs originally embedded in detailed state-
ments or lists of diverse items. In reading these sections, the reader may wish to return
occasionally to Chapters 2 through 4 for full descriptions of each influence.

Finally, we provide, in greater detail, some comparisons of faculty members' responses
in various disciplines that allow the reader to estimate a field-specific profile for a
discipline of specific interest.

The Basic Contextual Filters Model
Content and Background Considerations

Faculty responses to questions about their disciplines, backgrounds, and educational
beliefs reinforced our earlier sense that these influences on course planning are difficult
to separate and must be treated as linked together. We called the combination of these
three sets “content and background considerations” or simply “content.” Our survey
tapped this group of influences through several overlapping sets of questions: faculty
demographics, estimates of important reasons for choosing content, ratings of various
statements describing educational beliefs, and faculty characterizations of their fields.
Because of the overlap, we exercised latitude in combining two sets of data to develop the
framework for content influence. Thus, the elements of the basic framework shown in
Figure 24 do not correspond precisely to either the six content factors we derived in Table
31 or the eight statements of educational beliefs that were included inthe survey. Rather,
we have provided places in the model for important content influences drawn from either
or both of these survey sections.

On the left side of Figure 24 we show influences on course planning due to faculty
background and characteristics, including training. We placed these influences as the
first frame in the model because faculty background, training, and relatively stable
values and beliefs about the world generally characterize instructors before they assume
the course planning role. Among faculty, scholarly training includes discipline-related
non-academic work experience before, during, or after assuming the teaching position,
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Content and Background Considerations
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although few faculty members reported such experiences. Similarly, pedagogical
training for college teachers includes that acquired on the job—since, for many, this is
the only training they recetved. We did not incorporate faculty members’ personal
characteristics (age and gender), since faculty believed these characteristics were not
influential and we found weak relationships between them and other influences on

course planning,

The basic framework next shows three key faculty views of their academic fields. These
statistically derived composite characterizations captured most of the faculty views in
our sample. (See Chapter 2 for more complete descriptions of these views.) The arrow
from faculty background characteristics to disciplinary views implies that background
probably influences one's views of the teaching field.

Finally, the third content segment of the model includes seven different beliefs about the
purposes of education. Faculty members may endorse more than one of these beliefs as
important, but they seldom endorse all with equal fervor. Five of the beliefs are
statements that faculty respondents in our survey rated directly: effective thinking, value
clarification, social change, great ideas, and vocational development (see Chapter 2 for
more complete survey statements). The remaining two beliefs, labeled “concept learning”
and “students’ personal and intellectual development,” were not included in the set of
beliefs about educational purpose in the initial survey; rather, they emerged in statistical
analysis as th.2 important objectives many faculty hoped to achieve in selecting certain

course content. Thus, they earned a place in the educational purpose section of the
model.

Based on the survey items that defined it, concept learning is a primary teaching goal of
many faculty. Concept learning includes learnirg disciplinary and interdisciplinary
concepts, understanding modes of inquiry, learning great ideas of the fleld, and
understanding the relationships among ideas. In part, this educational purpose might
be viewed as learning a discipline for its own inherent intzrest or value. The construct
we called “student personal and intellec.ual development” included such related
objectives as teaching students to search for meaning, to integrate ideas, to explore
diverse viewpoints, and to develop a desire to investigate further on their own.

We use a two-way arrow between faculty views of their academic field and the purposes
they espeuse for education because we have no reason to assume that one of these sets
of content influences develops before the other. Rather, from talking with faculty, we
hypothesize that the interaction is dynamic and reciprocal—changing one's view of the
discipline might change one's preferred view of educational purposes, or the reverse. We
have drawn an additional arrow to show that faculty background also may influence
faculty beliefs about educational purposes directly, without being modified by a
disciplinary view. An examt le is a faculty member teaching in a denominational college
who adheres to the college's religlously defined purpose, regardless of the field taught.

Contextual Filters

Deriving the contextual filters framework of the model (Figure 25) was somewhat more
straightforward than the content section just discussed because the sets of influences
were more directly encompassed by the survey items. We included comprehenstve lists
of potential contextual influences for faculty members to rate in the survey. The eight
sets of influences derived through factor analysis resembled, but were not identical to,
our a priorl groupings. The frame labeled “other influences” can include institutional
characteristics or other potentially important local considerations. As will become
apparent shortly, we have arranged the influence frames to suggest that some sets are
effective “filters” that screen or modify faculty views about course plarning, while others
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are bypassed with little effect. Recall, too, that these sets represent faculty perceptions
of what influences them in planning. While we know faculty generally reported their
views accurately, some existing influences may have gone unnoticed. For example,
institutional size may affect planning in distinct ways about which the faculty member
is not conscious.

Course Decisions

Based on our earlier interviews, survey results, and subsequent conversations with
faculty groups, we learned that context factors serve as mediators of the content in
selecting instructional goals and activities. For example, the characteristics of students
enrolled in a particular college setting may modify the way an instructor presents his or
her discipline to students, but it is unlikely to change his or her ownview of the discipline.

The section of our model concerned with how content considerations, modified by
contextual influences, actually are translated into course decisions (Figure 26) is still
underdeveloped. Most, but by no means all, faculty members select course content as
a first step in course planning. Selecting learning materials and activities is often a last
step, but not always. At some point in the process, specific arrangements of subject
matter are chosen.

The strong correlations between the subject matter arrangements faculiy said they used
in their courses and their educational beliefs and disciplinary views suggest that subject
matter arrangements may depend on discipline, irrespective of other influences and
steps in course pl.uning, To convey this graphically, we show subject matter selection
as the point of entry to the course decision part of the framework; a solid arrow traces
a direct path from selecting subject matter to choosing ways of arranging it. For many
instructors, consclously attending to course objectives and selecting materials and
activitics may be brief “side trips” on the journey from discipline to content arrangement.

The dark arrows in the course decision part of the diagram show planning routes that
faculty implied were quite common; the light arrows show routes that may be used less
frequently or in special instances. Among college faculty, the decision-making process
of course planning surely is seldom linear; it may move in varied ways among the decision
points, revisiting each in a spiraling or iterative pattern. Finally, as we learned in our
earlier interviews, the planning decisions made first may depend on whether the course
is being routinely updated or substantially revised.

F'eedback

Course planning occurs periodically with varying degrees of thoroughness and intensity.
From our own teaching experiences, we know that the frequency and types of planning
undertaken can vary based on instructors' assessment of success in a previous iteration.,
Thus, we have speculated that instructors may change their attention to ¢ither content
or context influences, or both, based on the percetved success of course-planning
decisions. This speculation is portrayed in the contextual fllters model by fecdback paths
from decisions to each set of influences.

Most typically, we believe, the strength of the context influence changes as a result of
feedback. For example, as a result of a course experience that is unsatisfying, an
instructor may give added attention to student goals. Or, a faculty member in a college
with a very distinctive mission may be influenced minimally by that mission the first time
a course is planned, but more strongly influenced thereafter. In rarer instances, faculty
beliefs about the purposes of education may change as well. Based on their degree of
success in teaching certain types of students, for example, faculty members who
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Content and Background Considerations
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Content and Background Considerations
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emphasize disciplinary concepts may modify their attention to student goals, giving
increased importance to how students will use these concepts in their future occupa-
tions.

The Refined Composite Model

Up to this point, we have discussed the elements of the basic contextual filters model and
how they relate to each other. Now we present the composite model to illustrate the
importance of each element to the total group of faculty surveyed. In graphically
representing this composite model (Figure 27), we used shading rather than numbers to
represent our interpretation because the varied metrics (including both factor-based
indices and Likert-type scales) used in different parts of our survey analysis could
confuse rather than clarify.

Most faculty believe their scholarly training is the strongest influence on course planning,
followed by teaching experience and pedagogical training. Religious and political beliefs
are far less important; at least faculty are aware of them only in specific settings and
disciplines.

Among faculty surveyed (those teaching introductory courses in selected general
education and professional flelds), three academic field views were about equally
common: (1) the academic fleld as an organized body of knowledge; (2) the academic field
asa group oi scholars exploring the world or explaining phenomena; and (3) the academic
field as a set of skills to be mastered and applied. A slightly greater number of faculty
aaid they viewed their fleld as an organized body of knowledge rather than either as a
group of scholars or a set of skills. The relative frequencies of these disciplinary views
would be different with a d!" erent mix of faculty.

Among the purposes of education, nearly all faculty members felt that effective thinking
was of primary importance. Consistent with their view of the discipline as an organized
body of knowledge, many also felt that learning concepts (including modes of inquiry and
interrelatedness of disciplines) was important. Inour sample, smaller numbers endorsed
as their primary purpose the personal and intellectual development of students, value
clarification, or social change. The least frequently endorsed purposes of education
among our survey respondents were learning great ideas and vocational development.
Again, the relative importance given to each of these purposes dcoends on the discipli-
nary mix of faculty surveyed.

Among the contextual factors that may affect course planning, student characteristics
emerged as the most important influence among faculty generally. Note, however, that
this most important contextual influence was slightly less important than the strongest
content influences. College and program goals were believed to be quite influential but
student goals slightly less so. Pragmatic factors (including textbook availablility, class
size, schedule, calendar, etc.) was one of the remaining six sets of influences faculty
respondents viewed as relatively unimportant in planning,

As previously mentioned, we know less about the course decisions faculty make than
about theirperceptions of influences. Pending further analysis, we have shown “selecting
subject matter” and “arranging” it as more important for faculty generally than the “side
trips” of “establishing objectives” and “selecting learning materials.” When discussing
feedback, our faculty respondents told us that they observe how eflectively students are
learning in a variety of ways and that these observations contribute to their judgments
about teaching effectiveness. Our knowledge cf whether this feedback actually affects

the strength of context or content influences on future course planning remains
speculative,
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Four Field-Specific Profiles of Course Planning

The four examples of course planning we have chosen to fllustrate apply to groups of
faculty. We will describe each of them briefly then discuss each in more detatl. Profile
Cne (Figure 28) represents faculty who view their field as a group of related interests,
values, or scholars exploring these common interests and values. These faculty tend to
select content to maximize students' personal development, enjoyment, search for
meaning in life, useful problem solving, and ability to investigate independently. This
orientation is exemplified in our particular sample by literature instructors. Less
strongly and with some variations, it also describes many faculty teaching fine arts
(appreciation courses, not performance or theory) aid history.

Profile Two (Figure 29) includes faculty who view their fleld as an organized body of
knowledge, including sets of principles, operations, and a mode of inquiry. These faculty
are primarily interested in transmitting information about the organized knowledge base
to students and helping students to interrelate th- ideas. This orientation is exemplified
by biology, and to a lesser extent sociology and psychology.

Faculty portrayed in Profile Three (Figure 30) view their subject as a set of skills to be
learned and applied. To some extent, too, they may be interested in selecting content to
insure development of basic skills useful in problem-solving, work, and career choice.
The pattern is exemplified by English composition instructors and, to varying degrees,
also fits introductory mathematics and Romance language faculty.

Profile Four (Figure 31) describes the planning assumptions of faculty members teaching
introductory courses in business, a popular undergraduate major fleld today. In its
emphasis on vocational purpose and the importance of student goals, this profile
resembles that for the other introductory preprofessional courses in our survey, nursing
and educational psychology. In other respects, such as the influence of such contextual
factors as facilities, however, the three preprofessional fields we studied were dissimilar.

It should be stressed that these examples are empirically based portrayals of faculty who
teach specific types and levels of coursc=. Most of these courses were either general
education or college-wide core courses, not courses for majors or remedial courses. The
courses were offered most frequent., by single-fleld departments or divisions consisting
of related flelds and taught by both full-time and part-time faculty members. Even so,
these sampling limitations are not too serious. Related analyses now in progress indicate
that a subsample of these faculty members reported similar planning influences for
upper-leve! courses they taught in the same discipline, and that planning influences on
part-time and full-time faculty teaching the same fleld differed mintmally.

Faculty members teaching introductory literature courses attributed strong influence on
course planning to their scholarly training and very little influence to pedagogical
training; typically they have little formal training in how to teach. Although there is
variation amung these instructors, the most striking characterization of their fleld is the
view of many that literature is best represented by a group of scholars who pursue related
interests. Literature faculty stand out from others in the emphasts they placed on value
clarification and students’ intellectual and personal development as key educational
purposes. They use exposure to literature, sometimes including “great ideas,” as a way

to achieve these outcomes. Often, but not always, clarifying values may be linked with
concern for social causes,

Literature teachers were strongly influenced by student characteristics but little by

factlities, advice, and services available on campus or by external influences. For them,
establishing course objectives seemed slightly less important than for faculty ir many
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other fields; possibly the specific literature chosen for study and the acttvities based on
this literature may be botn the medium and the message. That is, the materials are
chosen so as to incorporate the objectives of the course within them; choosing materials
Is not easily separated from choosing learning activities.

Blology instructors attributed strong influence to their scholarly training; and a view of
biology as an organized body of knowledge predominated. Along with fostering effective
thinking, the instructors hoped to teach the organized concepts and principles of their
discipline to students. While they did not reject other educational purposes, biology
instructors were somewhat less committed to them. Some biologists in our group were
particularly interested in each of the edi.cational purposes; some were interested in
social causes, such as environmental concerns, while others were interested in the
relationship of biology and value clarification. Although they did not attach extremely
high importance to vocational purposes, biology instructors were more sympathetic
toward them than, say, literature instructors. Possibly this is because they are
responsible for many introductory biology students who contemplate careers in the
various health sciences.

Most contextual influences were only moderately influential for biology instructors. In
light of their relatively strong interest in transmitting concepts, student characteristics
and goals were Iess important than for some other faculty groups. Facilities, however,
tended to be moderately imporiant.

Biology instructors were more concerned with selecting and arranging content than
faculty in some other flelds. The selection of content is related to their view that concepts
are to be learned. Within the field, arrangement of material is a topic for consideration
or even debate because the molecular biologists believe in starting with small life units

and moving toward more comprehensive views, while the ecologists may take the reverse
position.

English composition instructors stood out from others because they believed they were
engaged in teaching students a set of skills. Although faculty members may belong to
acommunity of scholars in relation to another course they teach, such as literature, they
did not see the field of composition as either an organized body of knowledge or a group
of scholars, Stronger attributions of influence to pedagogical training and teaching
experience also distinguished English composition teachers from their colleagues
teaching literature. This may be due to their background, which often includes
pedagogical training and high school teaching, or it may be due, in part, to recent
emphasis on pedagogy of English composition in various associations.

Beyond effective thinking, English composition instructors tended to espouse a variety
of secondary educational purposes for their students. Perhaps they try to achieve these
secondary purposes through the types of writing assignments students pursue.

English composition faculty members tended to see writing as a process of active, not
passive, educational activity. Thus, both student characteristics and student goals were
important.

Perhaps becau:e thelr role is one of college-wide service, college and program mission
was an important contextual influence. Quite possibly because the skills to be learned
are already clear, composition faculty less often said they establish goals for the course
or select subject matter. Rather they emphasize selecting learning activities.

Of the four profiles illustrated here, instructors teaching introductory business courses
least often considered scholarly training an extremely strong influence on course
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planning. This group undoubtedly draws, instead, on work experience outside academe
in course planning, Similarly, business instructors did not strongly endorse a view of
thetr field as a group of scholars but characterized it primarily as an organized body of
knowledge. Not surprisingly, among several educatiynal purposes that are important to
business instructors, vocational development of si x:3t3 (including searching for an
appropriate career) stands out.

Among contextual influences, students’ goals are more important than their character-
istics, a reversal from the other profiles based on general education fields. Understanda-
bly, too, external influences (the job market, accrediting agencies, and employers) are
more important to instructors in this preprofessional field than to many general
education faculty.

The steps business instructors reported as they plan courses seemed much like that
reported by faculty in our total sample. Probably, there are a variety of patterns wit..in
the group.

Other Potential Field-Specific Examples

To illustrate the explanatory potential of the contextual fllters model, we have briefly
described examples of three flelds as illustrative of discipline clusters, and c¢:.e field
(business) as a possibly unique representative of introductory courses in professional
flelds. Now, we take a more detailed approach, providing a s«i .3 of graphs that compare
the disciplines for many of the separate elements of the conicxtual filters model. The
differences between disciplines in various clusters are most pronounced, but even fields
within a cluster differ in some respects. These variations show how we might have
constructed several other fleld-specific cases and allow the reader to estimate the
strength of elements in the contextual filters model for fields of interest.

For example, in Figure 32 we represent the specific patterns of variation of the fields
included in our survey on the three views of the disciplines we have described earlier for
the four fleld-specific profiles. Note that while we chose to use biology as fllustrative of
Pattern 1 (view of the fleld as an organized body of knowledge) in the model above, we
might have chosen psychology, mathematics, nursing, socfology, or educational psychol-
ogy. Faculty in all of these flelds were more likely than their colleagues in other fields to
view their discipline as an organized body of knowledge, Simtlarly, we chose literature
as {llustrative of Pattern 2 and English composition as illustrative of Pattern 3, but we
might have made other selections.

In a similar way, by comparing standard scores on the statistical factors we derived,
Figure 33 {llustrates how the disciplines varied in faculty attributions of influence to
various background and content influences. To consider only one example from this
figure, Graph f shows the importance that faculty members attribute to their own
educational beliefs in course planning. At one end of our continuum, English compost-
tion instructors think their beliefs are very influential; at the other end, biology
instructors think their own beliefs are far less influential. The graphs in Figure 33
representing each of the other sets of beliefs may be interpreted stmilarly, Cur
comparison here is more detailed than that in the contextual filters model where each of
seven different beliefs was examined for only four examples.

To examine similarities and differences among discipline groups for several planning
influences simultaneously, we used discriminant analysis. This statistical technique
helps to identify differences among the disciplines on one or more composite dimensions
and permits graphic “mapping” of the groups on these dimensicns in relation to
perpendicular axes. We were interested in mapping the fields based on the degree of
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influence they ascribed to the “content and background” and “contextual” influences,
respectively. We used empirically derived factor scores for each influence element as our
primary variables that were likely to distinguish among the discipline groups. Although
the statistical details are not provided here, the mapping of fields for the content
elements, as seen in Figure 34 shows that two composite dimensions were derived and
plotted.

Ininterpreting the plot, note that fields nearest each other in the figure are similar on the
dimensions that characterize the axes. In this case, based on their proximity along the
horizontal axis, mathematics, nursing, and language instructors share an orientation
related to vocational training and pedagogy that differs from the orientation shared by
history and literature instructors. As displayed on the vertical dimension, however,
mathematics and language instructors may be distinguished in another respect: the
math instructors are more concerned with teaching concepts and the language instruc-
tors with teaching skills.

In Figure 35, we graphically display the academic fleld variations on the eight contextual
iriluences included in the model. These eight graphs present a more detatled picture of
the academic field differences than was possible by applying the model to four {llustrative
fields. In the previous scction. for example, we chose business to illustrate the
prolessional fields. For business, “external influences” were viewed as strong contextual
influences on planning, at least in relation to the general education fields. Compara-
tively, however, faculty in nursing and educational psychology reoorted even stronger
external influence than those in business (see Graph d). We also n.entioned that biology
instructors reported that facilities were influential. As Graph h indicates, biologists are
Joined by fine arts, nursing, psychology and Romance language instructors in viewing
this as a strong influence, probably based on the preference of these faculty to use
laboratory, clinical, or practice factlities.

Using the same statistical mapping techniques as for Figure 34, we distinguished the
academic flelds based on their view of the importance of contextual influences in course
planning. As shown in Figure 36, the two important composite dimensions distinguish-
ing the flelds are the influence of facilities and assistance (represented along the
horizontal axis) and the influence of external influences (on the vertical axis). Relative
to these axes, the fields are located where an experienced observer would expect them
to be. Nursing instructors experience strong influence from both external influences
(accrediting agencies, employers, the nursing profession) and availability of facilities
(clinical sites and laboratories), while literature instructors are only weakly influenced
by either external forces or available factlities.

Variations Within Academic Fields

Although we have emphasized how the disciplines differ on our framework for course
planning, we do not want to convey the idea that faculty teaching in a particular fleld were
unanimous in their views. Thus, although we have discussed these variations among
disciplines throughout this report, we summarize the variations within disciplines on
major portions of the model in Figures 37 through 39 below. Figure 37 provides a graphic
{llustration of the variation among faculty within each academic field as they chose an
educational belief “most like mine.” Figure 38 provides a similar summary for faculty
responses about their “first step” in course planning. Finally, Figure 39 summarizes the
diversity of views within disciplines of course arrangements that faculty reported as
“most like my course.” These illustrations should make it clear that the generalizations
described for four fields to {llustrate the contextual fllters model should not be interpreted
to mean that there is always consensus within flelds.
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Variations by College Type

We nave said little about variations of influences on course planning by college type,
stressing that these variations were minor compared to the variations by disciplines. In
every analysis comparing types of colleges, we believe that faculty teaching in different
disciplines must be studied separately if we are to understand their planning behavior.

Using an analysis of variance of mean scores, we compared responses of faculty in each
discipline for each of six college types. These comparisons were made for each of the
. derived content and context factors. The results can be summarized briefly:

i. Faculty views of their discipline vary little by college type. The few existing
differences centered on whether the field should be viewed as a group of scholars
and occurred in biology, mathematics, fine arts, and Romance languages.

2. Forfaculty background and content influences, only the influence of pedagogical
training (including some overlap with vocational orientation) differed among
colleges. This implies that even in the same fields, pedagogical training is seen
as more influential at some types of colleges.

3. Finally, for contextual influences on course planning, two differences by college
typestood out: variations inthe strength of external influences for every field; and
variations in the influence of student goals for certain fields. In community
colleges, for example, these influences were considered more fmportant than at
selective liberal arts colleges.
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Chapter 6. Practical Appiications and Further Research

Conclusion

Many authors have described varied “cultures” among faculty on campuses, basing their
descriptions on faculty views of the purposes of education (Gamson, 1963), purposes and
processes of education (Stark & Morstain, 1978), discipline paradigms (Biglan, 1973),
and conflicting views of the work environment between faculty members and adminis-
trators (Lawrence, Blackburn, Pitney, & Trautvetter 1988). While studying faculty
course planning, a quite different research question, we have also uncovered varied
cultures on a single campus. Course planning is not independent of the purposes and
paradigms that have been studied previously and described in terms of diverse cultures.
But course planning is an intermediate process between the group discipline norms and
the actual classroom processes usually described as teaching. Without planning,
conscious or unconscious, organized teaching does not take place. By raising faculty
consciousness about thic assumptions underlying their plans, teaching alternatives can
be developed.

Many of the influences in our model are beyond the control of the individual faculty
member. For example, most instructors cannot directly control the college mission or the
characteristics of entering students. However, some influences can be adjusted by
faculty members, if the need is clear and a desire exists. For example, faculty mernbers
may return to their own scholarly and pedagogical training or adjust their basic views of
educational purpose to better accommodate new students and new settings. Indeed, in
our interviews, we encountered experienced faculty members who were in the process of
developing totally new views of how they might plan courses and to what ends.

As another example of an existing contextual influence, a faculty member typically
cannot change the size of a class. An instructor can decide, however, to deal with this
influence in various ways~that is, to plan only lectures for big classes or to seek ways to
promote small-group relationships. In some cases, others besides the faculty member
can adjust the amount of attention paid to the influences, such as when discussions of
program mission are initiated. To allow groups of faculty to explore these possibilities

and adapt them to their needs we have developed several practical applications of our
work.

Practical Applications of the Course-Planning Study

Based onthe ideasthat emerged inthe interviews and survey of course planning, we have
developed a short guidebook, Preparing Course Syllabi for Improved Commuriication
(Lowther, Stark, & Martens, 1989). This guide will be helpful as a planning device to
organize a course and to provide students with information about course content, the
Instructor’s expectations, the instructor's methods of instruction and evaluation, and the
overall course rationale. New instructors can use the guide as a checklist of what might
be included, or it can be used by groups of faculty from different disciplines to stimuiate
discussion about improving communication with students. & number of the items
included in the guide may seem obvious to the experienced instructor. We found,
however, that these items were often omitted in the syllabi we examined, and faculty
seldom mentioned them in interviews. The effect of documenting in the syllabus the key
planning assumptions for a course and also communicating them more fully to students
isopen toverification. We have encouraged faculty to experiment with longer and shorter
syllabi and to evaluate the effect on students.
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A second guidebook, based on similar ideas, is entitled Planning a College Course: A
Gutdebook for the Graduate Teaching Assistant (Ryan & Martens, 1989). ™his guide,
written by two graduate teaching assistants who also assisted in our stu.'y of course
planning, aims to provide planning considerations and options for the graduate teaching
assistant. Teaching assistants, or new instructors, are encouraged to define and
understand their own purposes of education and to review consciously the planning
stepstheytake. Asthe authors state, “All educators must articulate for themselves a core
set of beliefs about the purposes of education.” The new teacher is enccuraged to reflect
on those pu: :.ves and practices that are unfamiliar, as well as those that are familiar,
before the cl:  begins.

Finally, we are preparing amodified and condensed version of the course planning survey
used in this study and amanual to guide its use for self-ascessment among small groups
of faculty. We continue to call this instrument the Course Planning Exploration because
its primary purpose is to explore, not to prescribe.

Some colleagues on college campuses have already adapted portions of the survey to
serve various purposes. To illustrate just one example, the questions were modifted in
one case to determine the amount of emphasis faculty were giving during their planning
to the specific needs of minority students and women. As additional faculty membersand
administrators discuss and experiment with the resuits of this survey, we hope to report
new related studies and practical advances in course planning.

Further Research

For purposes of brief discussion, we divided unresolved questions about faculty course
planning into three categories: (1) questions that we wiil answer through additional
analyses of existing data; (2) intriguing questions that probably require additional data;
and (3) questions that link to other projects already underway.

Adaitional Data Analyses

Our data base on ¢ ourse planning is extensive. In this report, we have only scratched
the surface of poss. le analyses and have developed a lengthy list of additional questions
to pursue. Many ot these require subdividing the response sample to compare faculty
members with unique characteristics, those who teach in specific settings, or those who
endorsed particular positions in the survey. Examples of such questions are listed below.

1. Do faculty perceptions of the autonomy of their program, or its interrelatedness
with other programs, influence their planning?

2, Do the ways in which faculty members view their disciplines predispose them
toward particular course content arrangements and planning acttvities?

3. Do faculty members who seek assistance about teaching and learning from
locally available sources differ from others within their discipline who do not do
so?

4, What characterizes faculty members whose reports of planning influences and
behavior differ from those of others in their discipline?

5. Within the same disciplines, do faculty members teaching at the most selective
colleges plan differently from those at the least selective colleges?

1&g
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Within the same disciplines, do faculty members who report that their students
are not well prepared plan differently from those who believe the students are well
prepared? Do those who report that students exert little effort plan differently
from those who think students exert more effort?

What differences in course planning are exhibited by faculty in the same
discipline who are teaching large and small classes in similar settings?

Within the same disciplines, do faculty members who report considerable non-
academic work experience plan differently from those who have little or no such
experience? Those with lengthy versus those with brief teaching experience?
‘Those who teach only introductory courses versus those who also teach upper
division courses?

Within the same disciplines, do faculty members who try to help students relate
their discipline to other disciplines plan differently from those whe donot? From
those who see their college mission as distinctive? As well understood? As a
particularly strong influence?

Additional Data Collections

Since our survey was already lengthy, we could not include some items that would help
answer specific questions. Some of the more interesting questions that we could pursue
with additional data include:

l‘

2,

Do faculty with greater amounts of formal pedagogical training use different
resources, experience different influences, or take different steps in planning?
We can partially answer this question by comparing responses of faculty
members 1 educational psychology to responses of those in other fields. To
provide a thorough answer, however, we need more information about the
pedagogical training of faculty than we obtained in our survey.

What isthe planning process, or way of thinking, that faculty use totranslate their
assumptions and the impact of various influences into course planning deci-
sions? Auswering this question wouid probably require asking faculty to record
thetr thr ughts, and, specffically, the alternatives they consider as they actually
plan. €ince our study has narrowed down the important influences that faculty
in several flelds take into account, a study based on our findings could focus
directly on important decisions and variables. Actual diaries or recordings of
college instructors’ thoughts while planning also would confirm and validate our
findings.

Is there a novice-to-expert progression in course planning? What are the points
in the evolution of course planning behavior among teaching assistants and new
faculty members at which expanded alternatives and options in planning could
fruitfully be introduced? Longitudinal studies of the evolution of course planning
behavior could help to answer this question.

What variations in planning may be attributed to the substantial variations in
depth of learning or focus within the discipline for introductory courses in certain
flelds? For example, the mathematics courses included in our study ranged from
remedial courses to calculus. Fine arts courses included music, dance, and
theater, each taught from different perspectives, as well as focus variations within
each fleld, for example, music theory, music appreciation, and music history.
Some of the variations in course planning within fields shown in Figures 37 to 39
are probably due to these variations inlevels as well asto varying types of colleges.
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5. How do faculty perceptions of student preparation match more objective meas-
ures of academic achievement? We were struck by the differences between our
data on faculty views of student preparedness and those reported in 1989 by the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. We found that faculty in
the required basic skills areas were less likely to view their students as
underprepared than were faculty in humanities areas not emphasized by
secondary schools (Table 62). Although we believe our data are accurate since
our question (Figure 13) was answered by faculty in direct contact with students
in introductory courses, we know that faculty perceptions of underpreparedness,
presumably based on some consistent criterion, are not well understood.

6. What variations in original course plans are most likely to occur while the course
is being taught?

In addition to recognizing these questions, we made some observations that could form
the basis for further research. For example, we believe administrators will be surprised
at how little importance faculty attached to college goals. Program goals, while not
strongly influential, are somewhat more important to faculty members than college goals.
What can administrators do to emphasize the institutional missions and see it reflected

in course planning?

Ourfindings that faculty did not seek help from various campus service offices, including
instructional development offices, was not well recetved by those in charge of such offices.
Many of these services are offered extensively in research universities, which were not
included in our study, limiting the applicability of our results. Nonetheless, we believe
further study should be devoted to case studies of settings in which instructional
development offices are seen as particularly helpful by faculty. Since resources are set
aside to help faculty, it is prudent to determine whether they are well used and to improve
their usefulness in places where they are not often used. One implication of our results
Is that workshops on generic teaching skills are unlikely to be well recetved by faculty;
our findings indicate that course planning, and possibly teaching strategies, should be
closely linked to the assumptions of the disciplin >s. Probably instructional development
efforts centered in departments would be better iecetved than those intended for an entire
college or university.

An important issue left unresolved by our study is whether the influences perceived and
reported by faculty differ from actual influences on course planning. In one instance, we
believe there s surely a difference. Consider the case of English composition faculty
members who have never had computers available for viriting instruction. They may say
that their current facilities and resources are adequate ‘s»cause they have pens, paper,
and typewriters. However, those who have tried teachin.s «ih computers, but have too
few stations to accommodate students, are likely to notice. {*.at factlities are lacking and
report available facilities as more influential in course planning. We believe this theme
of “important if [ am aware of a need,” may be 2 significant limitation of our survey that
asked faculty to report thetr behavior and v hat influences it.

A puzzling discrepancy arises in our resulis because faculty said that class size,
workload, tenure pressures, and related issues have little influence on course planning.
Almost any national oz local forum features faculty assertions to “he ~~ntrary, at least
when the activity being explored is teaching, in its entirety. We hav 7c vsay of knowing
why this puzzling result occurred for course planning,

In light of considerable national dliscussion of external examinations under the *assess-

ment” umbnella, we were surprised to find only about 18% of faculty reporting that
college-wide examinations were an important influence for their course planning,

Io¢
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Considering the rapid spread of assessment initiatives, collec’ ag further information

about Liie settings in which examinations are uscd and how they affect course planning
is important,

Many colleagues have suggested to us that the disciplinary and professional associations
to which faculty relate are an important entree to improve course planning and teaching.
Yet, faculty we surveyed did not attribute a strong influence to these sources. Why? By
what means might the disciplinary societies become more influential?

Our results remain weak in helping to link the influences faculty report to the decisions
they make about their courses. Causal research is often difficult but, having narrowed
the crucial variables somewhat, and recognizing the importance of discipline, these
relationships can eventually be specified more fully.

A final challenging question involves the relationship between course planning and the
quality of instruction.

Links With Other Projects

In our studies, we encountered widely varying degrees of faculty autonomy in course
planning, ranging from pre-packaged courses to complete control. In some subjects
where college goals dictate skill development for all students, such as English composi-
tion and mathemutics, faculty were unhappy about reduced autonomy. In other
situaticziz, such as where professional norms and identity through an accrediting agency
promote adherence to standards, faculty members took pride in their consistent view of
how education should take place. We think that the degree of autonomy faculty percetve
in course pla.ning is an important variable, and we plan to use it to select institutional

sites where we will study the assumptions and influences on academic planning at the
program level.

Finally, we were struck by faculty members' failure to see connections between their own
goals and those of students, From other research we are conducting on student goals,
we know that students are mich more strongly concerned than faculty with how they will
use learning in their future lives. This discrepancy-between faculty who transmit
concepts for their own inherent value and students who want to know how to use these

concepts-is a persistent problem in American higher education. It deserves more
intensive study,
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Description of Carnegie Classification

The 1987 Carnegle classification includes all colleges and universities in the United
States listed in the 1985-86 Higher Education General Information Survey of Institutional
Characteristics. ’

It groups institutions into categories on the basis of the level of degree offered—ranging
from prebaccalaureate to the doctorate—and the comprehensiveness of their missions.

The categories are as follows:

Research universities I: These institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate programs,
are committed to graduate education through the doctorate degree and give high priority
to research. They recetve annually at least $33.5 million in federal support for research
and development! and award at least 50 Ph.D. degrees each year.?

Research universities II: These institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate programs,
are committed to graduate education through the doctorate degree, and give high priority
to research. They receive annually between $12.5-million and $33.5-million in federal
support for research and development® an4 award at least 50 Ph.D. degrees each year.?

Doctorate-granting universities I: In addition to offering a full range of baccalaureate
programs, the mission of these institutions includes a commitment to graduate educa-
tion through the doctorate degree. They award at least 40 Ph.D. degrees annually in five
or more academic disciplines.?

Doctorate-granting universitles II: In addition to offering a full range of baccalaureate
programs, the mission of these institutions includes a commitment to graduate educa-
tion through the doctorate degree. They award annually 20 or more Ph.D. degrees in at
least one discipline or 10 or more Ph.D. degrees in three or more disciplines.?

Comprehensive universities and colleges I These institutions offer baccalaureate
programs and, with few exceptions, graduate education through the master's degree.
More than half of their baccalaureate degrees are awarded in two or more occupational
or professional disciplines such as engineering or business administration.® All of the
Institutions in this group enroll at least 2,500 full-time students.*

Comprehensive colleges and universities II: These institutions award more than half of
their baccalaureate degrees in two or more occupational or professional disciplines, such
as engineering or business administration, and many also offer graduate education
through the master’s degree.® All of the colleges and universities in this group enroll
between 1,500 and 2,500 full-time students.*

Liberal arts colleges I These highly selective institutions® are primarily undergraduate

colleges that award more than half of their baccalaureate degrees in arts and science
flelds.®

Liberal arts colleges II: These institutions are primarily undergraduate colleges that are
less selective® and award more than half of their degrees in liberal arts fields.® This
category alsoincludes a group of colleges (identified with an asterisk) that award Jesg than
half of their degrees in liberal arts fields but, with fewer than 1,500 students, are too small
to be constdered comprehenstve.

Two-year colleges and institutes: These institutions offer certificate or degree programs

through the Associate of Arts level and, with few exceptions, offer no baccalaureate
degrees.
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Professional schools and other speclalized institutions: These institutions offer degrees
ranging from the bachelor's to the doctorate. At least 50 percent of the degrees awarded
by these institutions? are in a single specialized fleld.

Specialized institutions include:

Theological seminaries, Bible colleges and other institutions offering de-
grees in religion. This category includes institutions where the primary purpose
of the tnstitution is to offer religious instruction or train members of the clergy.

Medical schools and medi~al centers. These institutions award most of thelr
professional degrees in medicine. In some instances, their programs include
other health professional schools, such as dentistry, pharmacy, or nursing.®

Other separate health profession schools. Institutions in this category award
most of their degrees in such flelds as chiropractory, pharmacy, or podiatry.

Schools of law. The schools included in this category award most of their degrees
in law. The list includes only institutions that are listed as separate campuses
in the Higher Education General Information Survey.

Schools of engineering and technology. The institutions in this category award
at least a bachelor's degree in programs limited almost exclusively to technical
flelds of study.

Schools of business and management. The schools in this category award most
of their bachelor's or graduate degrees in business or business-related programs.

Schools of art, music, and design. Institutions in this category award most of
their bachelor’s or graduate degrees in art, music, design, architecture or some
combination of such flelds.

Teachers colleges. Institutions in this category award most of their bachelor's
or graduate degrees in education or education-related flelds

Other specialized institutions. Institutions in this category include graduate
centers, maritime academies, military institutes without liberal arts programs,
and institutions that do not fit any other classification category.

Corporate colleges and universities. These irnstitutions are accredited, degree-
granting colleges and universities established by profit-making corporations.”

-
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Notes on Definitions

! The years used in calculating avere:ge federal support for research and development
were 1983, 1984, and 1985.

> The academic year for determining the number of degrees awarded by institutions
was 1983-84, '

3 The liberal arts disciplines include area studies, biological science, the fine arts,
foreign languages, letters, mathematics, physical sciences, psychology, and social
sciences, and interdisciplinary studies. Occupational/pre-professional disciplines
include agriculture, the natural sciences, architecture and environmental design,
business and management, communications, computer and information science,
education, engineering, the health professions, home economics, law, library sci-
ence, public affairs, and theolngy.

* The years used for calculating average student enrollment were 1982, 1983, and
1984,

® An index developed by Alexander W, Astin at the University of California at Los
Angeles is used to determine the selectivity of liberal arts colleges.

® This category lists only institutions that appear in Higher Education General
Information Survey as separate campuses. Those seeking a complete listing of
accredited professional scheols should consult publications of the separate profes-
sional associations, such as the annual report on medical education published by the
American Medical Association,

Our list of corporate colleges and universities is taken from Eurich, Nell P., Corporate
Classrooms: The Learning Business (Princeton, N.J., The Carnegle Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, 1985). Since that report was published some of the
institutions it included have become independent or part of other institutions.

Source: The Chronicle of Higher Education. (July 8, 1987), pp. 22-30.
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Institutional Selectivity Criteria

Four-year institutions were categorized by Barron's (1986) six levels of selectivity: (1)
most competitive, (2) highly competitive, (3) very competitive, (4) competitive, (5) less
competitive, and (6) noncompetitive, Peterson’s (1987), which includes three levels of
selectivity (e.g., very difficult, minimally ana moderately difficult, and noncompetitive),
was used to determine selectivity for two-year institutions.

Tn make selectivity comparable between two-year and four-year institutions, the
Investigators developed a three-tiered approach to match the three Peterson's selectivity
levels with the lowest three levels of Barroar's selectivity criteria. The table summarizes
how the two scales were matched.

Proposed Matching of Instltutional Selectivity for Four-Year and Two-Year Institutions

Barron's Peterson’s

Four-Year Code Two-Year

Most Competitive 6 —

Highly Competitive 5 -

Very Competitive 4 —

Competitive 3 Very Difficult

Less Compaetitive 2 Minimally and Moderate Difficult
Noncompetitive 1 Noncompetitive

Sources:  Barron’s Profiles of American Colleges. (1986). Woodbury, NY: Barron's
Education Services (15th Edition). Peterson’s Annual Guide to Undergradu-
ate Study: Two-Yeai Colleges 1988. (1987). Princeton, New Jersey:
Peterson's Guides (18th Edition).

L4;
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Comparison of Faculty Respondents with Various National Statistics
About Faculty Teaching in Two- and Four-Year Colleges

Comparisons with Other National Statistics

To further understand how the PICC sample of faculty teaching introduc-
tory courses compares with faculty generally, we have compared characteristics
of institutions and faculty members in the PICC sample and PICC survey
response with known statistics from various national sources. In reviewing
these comparisons, the reader should keep in mind that we did not sample
research universities or specialized colleges. Furthermore, most national data
bases contain relatively little information about part time faculty who make up
about one-fourth of PICC respondents.

Table I-A compares the PICC sample and PICC response set with some
institutional control and enrollment statistics from the Carnegie Classification
and the American Council on Education 1986-87 Factbook on Higher Education.
TableI-Balso compares PICC faculty data with some available data from the ACE
Factbook. The 1986-87 edition covers data collected for the years 1983 and
1984.

Tables I-A and I-B follow:
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TABLE A

Miscelisneous Institutional Comparisons of Sample and Response with National Data

All Institutions PICC Sample PICC Response

Public Private  Public Private Public  Private

N =258 N=97
Doctoral | 56.9 43.1 40.0 §0.0 100.0 0.0
Doctoral Il 57.6 42.4 40.0 60.0 50.0 50.0
Comprehensive | 66.7 - 333 54.5 45.5 55.6 44.4
Comprehensive || 270 73.0 21.1 78.9 18.2 81.8
Liberal Arts | 0.8 99.2 6.7 93.3 20.0 80.0
Liberal Arts Il 6.8 93.2 75 92.5 5.0 95.0
Two-year 72.0 28.0 74.6 25.6 78.9 1.1
Total 51.6 48.4 48.5 50.5
Enrollment PICC Sample PICC Response

Public Private  Public Private Public  Private

N =258 N=97
Doctoral | 70.5 29.5 38.2 61.8 100.0 0.0
Doctoral l| 68.5 315 66.4 336 719 28.1
Comprehensive | 76.5 235 70.8 29.2 69.5 30.5
Comprehensive || 28.7 71.3 21.9 78.1 19.7 80.3
| iberal Arts | 20 98.0 4.5 95.5 12.6 874
Liberal Arts |l 126 874 95 90.5 6.7 93.3
Two-year 94.1 59 95.5 45 96.2 38
Institutional Size: ( 1984 approximate)

ACE Factbook PICC Sample PICC Response
Number of Students N % N %
N =258 N=97

Less than 1000 9% 79 30.6 25 25.8
1000-4,999 39% 120 46.5 49 50.5
5000-9,999 12% 32 24 14 14.4
10,000 and more 0% 27 05 9 9.3
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TABLE |-B

Miscellaneous Comparisons of PICC Sample and Response with Natlonal Faculty Data

Total faculty 711,000

Full-Time
Faculty 407,254 (57.3%)

Degrees hald
Doctorate

Less than Doctorate

Faculty Age
more than 80
51-60
41-50
36-40
31-35
less than 30

Faculty Rank*

Professor
Assoc Prof
Assistant Prof
Instructor
Lecturer

No ranks here
Other

National Data PICC Response
Four-year Two-year Four-year Two-year
schools schools schools schools
71.3% 28.7% 66.4% 33.6%
Male Female Male Female
75.0% 25.0% 64.8% 35.2%
National Data PICC Data
Four-year Two-year Four-year Two-yea
schools schools schools schools
27.3% 65.1% 18.9% 61.3%
72.7% 34.9% 81.1% 38.7%
National Data PICC Data
Four-year Two-year Four-year Two-year
schools schools schools schools
M F M F M F M F
8.8 10.3 10.8 6.3 6.6 54 9.3 9.o
233 8.2 25.4 19.0 235 15.5 31.1 18.9
34.3 36.9 348 318 408 364 34.1 349
15.3 19.3 15.3 19.4 16.8 245 15.1 18.7
104 11.6 10.7 16.5 95 11.0 74 11.2
2.8 37 3.0 70 28 7.2 29 7.0
National Data PICC Data
Four-year Two-year Four-year Two-year
schools schools schools schools
M F M F M F M F
258 14.0 45.3 16.2 15.3 9.3 34.5 14.6
19.3 19.1 27.3 23.9 118 9.6 24.8 16.6
8.2 15.1 19.7 358 8.3 114 214 310
27.6 314 48 16.0 248 306 6.8 19.4
06 15 2.1 5.2 183 207 58 16.5
17.4 14,9 0.2 08 205 18.4 2.7 1.9
1.1 40 06 21

.

Table 2.12, 1986, pp. 110,

Senlor Instructional Staff (includes adjuncts but not GSA).
JIhe Condition of Education.
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List of U, S. Geographic Regions

The nine regional geographic regions and the states they represent:

- New England
(CT,ME,MA,NH,RI,VT)

- Middle Atlantic
(NJ,NY,PA) .

- Southern Atlantic
(FL,GA,NC,SC,VA,WV,MD,DE,DC)

- East South Atlantic
(AL,KY,MS,TN)

- West South Central
(LA, TX,AR,OK)

(IL,IN,MI,OH,W1)

- West North Central
(MN,ND,SD,IA,NE,KS,MO)

- Mountain
(ID,MT,WY,UT,CO,AZ,NM)

- Paclfic
(CA,HI,OR,WA)

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce (1983).

134
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List of Regional Accrediting Agencies

The six regional accrediting reglons and the states they represent:

- Middle States Association of Colleges and Schoolg
(DE,DC,MD,NJ,NY,PA,Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands)

- New England Assoctation of Schools and Colleges

(CT,ME,MA,NH,RI,VT)

- North Central Association of Colleges and Schools
(AZ,AR,CO,IL,IN,IA KS ,MI,MN,MO,NE,NM,ND,OH,OK,SD, WV,WI,WY)

- hool
(AK,ID,MT,NV,OR,UT,WA)
- Southern Assoctation of Colleges and Schools

(AL.FL.GA,KY.L&MS.NC.SC,TN.TX.VA)
- m Association of Sch

(CA,HI,American Samoa, Guam, Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas, and the
Trust of the Pacific Islands)

Source: Higher Education Directory (1987).
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List of States by Strength of Coordination

Classitication of States According to Thelr 1982 Academic Regulatory Practices Yoward
Public Universities

Centralized Academic Authorlty (Strong Coordination)

MA,MT,NC,NY,SD,VA,WV,GA,LA,NJ,
OK, TN, TX,WI,AL,IN,KY MS,MO,UT

Deentralized Academic Authority (Weak Coordination)

CT,FL,HI,ILLKS,MD,SC,AZ AR,CA,
CO,NE,NV,0OR,RI,WA WY,DE,ID,IA,
ME,MI,MN,NH,NM,ND,OH,PA VT AK*

*

The classifications of Alaska, which was not included in the Volkwein analysis, was based on
a discussion with an administrator in the Alaska Community College System (Bomotti, 1987).

SOURCE: Volkwein (1987), Table 5, p. 132.
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[Sample letter to prospective participant Campus Academic NCR'PTAL
Officers (CAOs)/Campus Liaisons (CLs)]

October 23, 1987

W
I

NATIONAL CENTER FOR
RESEARCH TO IMPROVE
POSTSECONDARY
TEACHING and LEARNNG

Dear

The National Center for Research to Improve Postsecondary
Teaching and Learning (NCRIPTAL) was established to stimulate,
conduct, and disseminate research with the potential of improving
college teaching and learning. You may have read of our

activities in the AAHE Bulletin, Higher Education and National
Affairs, or Ihe Chronicle of Higher Education. A brochure

describing our programs is enclosed.

As investigators in the program on "Curriculum Influences and
Impacts," we invite your institution to collaborate with NCRIPTAL
in improving understanding of how college faculty members design
and develop ccurses. As described in the enclosed study synopsis,
"Designs for Learning," we are interested in the factors that
influence faculty members as they make decisions when planning
courses. Interestingly, although many observers make assumptions
about faculty course planning, we have found that no studies of
this important activity have been undertaken in American colleges.
We believe this information may be useful on campuses that desire
to foster excellence in teaching.

Your institution is part of a random 10% national sample of
institutions from each Carnegie classification chosen to provide a
representative picture of course planning by instructors in
diverse fields and institutions. We hope that you will cooperate
with us in this research effort.

We would like you to designate a Campus Liaison to be
responsible for distributing surveys to selected faculty members.
As described in the enclosed instruction packet, the Campus
Liaison's tasks are to (1) identify all full- and part-time
faculty members teaching irtroductory courses in twelve specified
fields during the 1987 calendar year (excluding graduate
assistants), (2) ask the faculty members to complete a
questionnaire and return it directly to NCRIPTAL, (3) maintain
response records and send follow-up reminders that we wil. supply
as needed. Individual responses will remain strictly
confidential; information supplied on the questionnaires will be
aggregated for statistical analysis.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR RESEARCH TO IMPROVE POSTSECONDARY TEACHING AND LEARNING
Suite 2400, School of Education Building ® The University of Michigan ¢ Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259

(313)936-2741 « SOURCE: BDH639



In addition to the instruction packet, we have enclosed a
sample of the survey packet that the Campus Liaison will give to
each selected faculty member. The questionnaire was developed
after lengthy interviews with 89 faculty members in eight
institutions early in 1987. It should take no more than 60
minutes to complete.

We have supplied a postpaid postcard on which you may
designate a Campus Liaison. After returning this postcard, we
hope that individual will promptly complete the Request for
Questionnaires form telling us the number of faculty teaching the
designated courses. Once we receive it, we will send an
appropriate number of survey packets. Our experience suggests
this procedure will work smoothly once the Campus Liaison is
designated.

On behalf of NCRIPTAL, we thank you in advance for your
contribution to this study of faculty course planning. We will
send a report of the study (anticipated by September 1988) to you
as well as to faculty respondents who request one; we believe the
report will provoke spirited and useful discussion on your campus.
If you have questions about participation in the survey or about
NCRIPTAL after examining these materials, please call Professor
Lowther collect at (313) 936-2741.

Sincerely,
Aok ' STl
/ M o
oan S. Stark Malcolm A. Lowther
Professor and Director Professor and Senior
Researcher
cc: Campus Liaison
Enclosures:
GENERAL INFORMATION: CAMPUS LIAISON'S PACKET:
NCRIPTAL brochure Copy = cover letter tc Academic Dean
Participation postcard (to Instruction Sheet
designate Campus Liaison) Faculty Selection Guide
SAMPLE CAMPUS LIAISON PACKET List of Included Courses
SAMPLE FACULTY SURVEY PACKET: Request for Questionnaires (Form)
Cover letter to faculty Response Record (Form)
respondents SAMPLE FACULTY SURVEY PACKET
Study synopsis - "Designs for NCRIPTAL Brochure
Learning"
Survey

Confirmation Card
NCRIPTAL Brochure

NATIONAL CENTER FOR RESEARCH TO IMPROVE POSTSECONDARY TEACHING AND L EARNING
Suite 2400, School of Education Building ¢ The University of Michigan ¢ Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-125¢

(313)936-2741 « SOURCE: i:DH639
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N
NCRIPTAL

Course Planning Exploration

, R
NATIONAL CENTER FOR INSTRUCTIONS FOR CAMPUS LIAISONS

RESEARCH TQ 'MPROVE

POSISECONDARY

[EACHING ong LEARNING Thank you for your willingness to distribute the NCRIPTAL course
planning survey on your campus. In an attempt to make your task
relatively easy, we have provided forms to help you record the
information you will neec and to return information we will need. These
forms are designed to accommodate both large and small colleges.

1. REQUEST FOR QUESTIONNAIRES Form

Your first and most important task is to send to us the twelve (12) REQUEST
FOR QUESTIONNAIRES Forms (one form for each subject) that summarize the
number of eligible faculty you have identified. Use the FACULTY SELECTION GUIDE
and LIST OF INCLUDED COURSES to help you. Each sligible faculty member will
complete one survey, even if the faculty member teaches more than one eligible
course. Please inform the faculty member of the course you have selected and count
that faculty member only once. Be sure to write the name of your institution on
the REQUEST FOR QUESTIONNAIRES forms. Retum this form to NCRIPTAL. Upon
receipt of this form, we will promptly ship to you the propar number of survey packets.

2. RESPONSE RECORD Form (select and list faculty members to receive survey).

Your second task is to compile a list of all faculty members at your institution
who should complate the survey. We hope to recsive responses from all faculty
members who are teaching, or who have taught in calendar year 1987, the
introductory courses defined in the FACULTY SELECTION GUIDE and the LIST OF
INCLUDED COURSES. Please return all 12 REQUESTS FOR QUESTIONNAIRES
forms. If a given Subject is not offered at your institution, please indicate that on the
appropriate form. Use the RESPONSE RECORD to record the names of faculty
members to receive the survey. Later, you will record on these sheets the ID number
of the questionnaire that you send each individual, the date individuals notify you that
they have returmed a completed survey to NCRIPTAL, and the dates that you send any
follow-ups. Since the RESPONSE RECORD forms contain faculty names, they are
only for your office use. Do not send them to NCRIPTAL.

3. DISTRIBUTING SURVEYS ON YOUR CAMPUS

Although there are no questions in the survey that are likely to elicit confidential
information, we know that faculty members often prefer privacy. Thus, we have
arranged the distribution of surveys and follow-ups so that you will be able to link
faculty names with ID numbers in order to send follow-ups, but you will not actually see
faculty responses. In contrast, we will have responses and ID numbers, but will not
have faculty names unless they are voluntarily supplied on the survey.

The surseys we send will be pre-coded for your institution and each will have
an individual 1D number. Please record the ID numbers with the facuity

Q 0,
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n
name on your RESPONSE RECORD forms as you send the surveys to
faculty members. We have provided an equal number of pink confirmation cards
for faculty members to notify your office that they have mailed the survey to NCRIPTAL.
You may use these cards in a way appropriate to :sour campus mail system. For
example, you might stamp your office address on them, affix a stick-on address label,
or supply a campus mail envelope pre-addressed to your office. Whatever the
method, don't forget to insert one card in each packet.

4, TWO FOLLOW-UPS AND REMINDERS

About two weeks after you have distributed the surveys, please crosscheck the
faculty name and ID list on your RESPONSE RECORD forms against the set of
campus mail postcards you have raceived indicating that faculty have mailed the
questionnaires. Send one of the reminder cards we will supply (with the surveys for
your campus) to instructors who have not yet answered.

Four weeks after the survey distribution, we will send to you a list of ID numbers
for surveys we have not yet received from your institution and replacement surveys to
be sent with another request.

ERIC 26

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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NCRIPTAL

Course Planning Exploration

NATIONAL CENTER FOR
RESEARCH 1O iMPROVE
POSTSECONDATY FACULTY SELECTION GUIDE

TEACHING and LEARNING

We would like to obtain survey responses from all full-time and part-time faculty
teaching introductory courses in 12 specific fields during calendar year 1987,

Since academic programs vary widely, a college may not offer some of the
courses designated in this study or may organize them somewhat differently. Thus,
within general guidelines, most Campus Liaisons will need to exercise some judgment
in selecting appropriate faculty respondents. In this “Faculty Selection Guide," and the
accompanying "List of Included Courses" (also printed inside the front cover of the
survey booklet) we provide guidance in selecting the faculty. If you have specific
questions, please call us collect at (313) 936-2741.

. Faculty members responding to the NCRIPTAL Course Planning Exploration
will be asked to name a specific introductory course they have recently planned and
taught, and to fu4 i+ their responses on that course. So that they may verify that the
course they choo...: is included in the study, the LIST OF INCLUDED COURSES is
reproduced on the inside front cover of the questionnaire. Faculty members who did
not teach an included course should not answer the survey.

2. Although titles and curricular patterns may vary, all courses included in the
survey are courses for beginning students, that is, those that are part of general
education programs or introduce certain career programs. Do not substitute
substantially different courses. For example, do not substitute economics for
sociology, & Germanic language course for a Romance language course, or an
accounting course for an introduction to business course. Similarly, do not substitute a
course at 4 more advanced level. For example, do not substitute an upper division
course in social psychology for a general psychology course.

3. Please select faculty members who are members of the instructional staff who
hold full-time (regular, tenure, tenure-track) or part-time (contract, adjunct, etc.)
appointments. Do not include instructors who are graduate students at your institution.

4. Please select faculty members who have taught one of the specified
introductory level courses at your institution during a regular academic term that began
in 1987 between January | and December 31. Thus, depending on the institutional
calendar, the course might have been offered in last year's winter or spring/summer
term or be in progress this tall.

5. Please request that all identified faculty members who meet these
specifications for the courses named complete the survey. Do not make any attempt to
select specific types of teachers or those most likely to be interested.

Q 2”?
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11.

12'

NCRIPTAL SURVEY OF COURSE PLANNING

List of Course Types Included in the Survey

Freshman composition. These writing courses are taken by beginning students with average
preparation. They may be required or strongly suggested for all or some of the students.

Introductory literature. These courses may cover any genre of literature, but they should
represent undergraduate students' first encounter with literature taught at the college level.

History. These may be courses in either American history or "Western Civilization." They
should represent the first college level history courses students might take.

Sociology. 'These should be introductory sociology courses typically taken by lower division
students as first social science electives or to meet distribution requirements.

Psychology. These should be introductory psychology courses typically taken by lower
division students as first electives or to meet distribution requirements. It is not important
whether psychology is classified as a natural science or a social/behavioral science.

Educational Psychology. This should be the first educational psychology course taken by
students who plan to enter educational careers. Depending upon the institutional plan, this
course may be taken either before or after formal admission to a program in education.

Biology. These should be the first biology courses that lower division students take in college.
They may be taken by prospective majors, by general studies students, or by both groups.

Mathematics. The courses should be introductory mathematics courses taught at or :bove the
level of college algebra.

Introductory Fine Arts. These non-performauvc courses should be those elected by lower

division students as first college courses ir any of the arts. They should be designed to achieve
cultural or historical understanding rather than skill development.

Romance Language. These will be beginning courses in French, Spanish, or Italian that are

taken by students without prior background or whose test scores indicated they should repeat an
introductory course.

Introduction to Nursing. This will be the first course typically offered to students entering

the nursing program. Generally, it will include a profession orientation and broad view of the
field.

Introduction to Business. This will be the first course offered to students planning to
study some area of business or business administration. Although not all business programs

offer such survey courses, those that do frequently plan the course to provide a broad view of the
field.



RESPONSE RECORD

(for Institution Use)
NCRIPTAL - Course Planning Exploration Survey

SUBJECT_ffeshman computifior

DATE - DATE - DATE - DATE -
FACULTY NAME FACULTY [BURVEY ID.| SURVEY | CONFIRMATION FIRST SECOND
OFFICE ASSIGNED SENT CARD REMINDER | REMINDER
RETURNED
Pﬁr\'a'g Beame 103 Gogol[ thil[| 0000/ u'/u[n lz/ A/n
_ (hacls  Jribbedt 2/o Gomd] Hhill cooey | Wafer | nf :/n
_ Mona  Saltcpan (o7 fhrwg thf/]| 60003 | n[A:[(L " / 27/ [o7
Jane Ao [t 206 Gopel] Holl | 00004 u/ur/u__ﬂiu[ﬂ__il_‘/tL
Anﬂ_\my Vincente llo Bowers fhJf | @00 oS n,/ell'z la] a_zfn la/ﬁ[ll 2 7
VA ¢
;~\"‘*§-’L"-‘$’V
JAtH “";?"')'}'
NGoa ('(»)
2(10) 20
- g -6 Yhe
Asdle; _T'kb'iq lnuwdtf ¥ mgpruchors= S- makches G aCeST-

9 DR YOUR RECORDS - DO NQOT RETURN TO NCRIPTAL.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

number of (nshruchrs om “‘

FoR QuES HOWAVA(RES .



RESPONSE RECJURD SUBJECT
(for Institution Use)

NCRIPTAL - Course Planning Exploration Survey

DATE - DATE - DATE - DATE -
FACULTY NAME FACULTY SURVEY I1.D. SURVEY CONFIRMATION FIRST SECOND
OFFICE ASSIGNED SENT CARD REMINDER REMINDER
RETURNED
n 5 R
(RN §
r
!‘;' [}

FOR YOUR RECORDS - DO NOT RETURN TO NCRIPTAL.
ERIC




E

Aruitea

(L

Provided

H O

v

7

B
v

o REQUEST FOR QUESTIONNAIRES
M s Institution Code #___ 09O
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REQUEST FOR QUESTIONNAIRES

Institution Code #
for NCRIPTAL's Course Planning Exploration Survey
Institution Subject
Directions: Compiete all columns and return COPY 1 of this form to NCRIPTAL as soon as possible. Please retain COPY 2 for
your records.
COUHSE i/1/87 TO 12/31/87 # OF NON-DUPLICATED

NUMBER |  COURSE TITLE | #OF SECTIONSOFFERED FACULTY

TOTALS

.~
w2 COPY 1 - NCRIPTAL
: COPY 2 - Institution (your copy)
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NCRIPTAL

(Sample letter to faculty selected to fill out
the CPE Introductory Course Version)

L.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR
RESEARCH TO IMPROVE
POSTStCONDARY
TEACHING and LEARNING

Dear Colleague:

The National Center for Research to Improve
Postsecondary Teaching and Learning (NCRIPTAL) was
established to stimulate, conduct, and disseminate research
with the potential of improving college teaching and
learning. A brochure describing our programs is enclosed.

As investigators in the program on "Curriculum
Influences and Impacts," we invite you to collaborate with us
in improving understanding of how college faculty members
design and develop courses. As describecd in the enclosed
study synopsis, "Designs for Learning," we are interested in
the decisions faculty members make in developing courses and
the factors that influence these decisions. Interestingly,
although many observers make assumptions about faculty course
planning, we have found no studies of this important activity
that have been undertaken in the United States. We believe
that information gained in this study will promote useful
discussion on campuses that desire to foster excellence in
teaching.

Your institution is part of a random 10% national sample
of colleges from each Carnegie classification invited to
participate in the survey. Our sampling procedure 1is
intended to provide a representative picture of course
planning by instructors in diverse fields and institutions.
A list of courses being included in the study is printed
inside the back cover of the survey. You have been
identified by your chief academic officer as someone who
taught one of the designated introductory courses during the
1987 calendar year. Will you help by completing the
questionnaire and returning it directly to us?

Since we, too, are faculty members with teaching
responsibilities, we are fully aware of your time constraints
in participting in such research. Yet we know that you
believe, as we do, that faculty members are the most
authoritative source of information about curriculum matters.
The survey should take no more than 60 minutes to complete
and faculty members we interviewed as we developed it found
the questions thought-provoking.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR RESEARCH TO IMPROVE POSISECONDARY TEACHING AND LEARNING
Suite 2400, School of Education Building ¢ The University of Michigan * Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106-1259

(313)936-2741 + SOURCE: BDH639
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The questionnaire contains & code number that enables
the Campus Liaison at your institution to send you a
reminder, if needed, and helps us ascertain if our response
rate adequately represents your campus. However, individual
responses will remain strictly confidentiel; information
supplied on the questionnaires will be aggregated for
statistical analysis.

You may indicate on the questionnaire that you wish a
copy of the study results (anticipated by September 1988).
If you have questions about participation in the survey or
about NCRIPTAL after examining these materials, please feel
free to call Professor Lowther collect at (313) 936-2741. On
behalf of NCRIPTAL, we thank you for your contribution to
this study of faculty course planning.

Sincerely,

%SAM M alcoton A, Louittan

Joan §. Stark Malcolm A. Lowther
Professor and Director Professor and Senior

Researcher
JSS/MAL/ jck

Enclosures:

Study synopsis: "Designs for Learning"

Survey (Return to NCRIPTAL in postpaid mailing envelope)
Confirmation card (return separately to Campus Liaison)
NCRIPTAL brochure

NATIONAL CENTER FOR RESEARCH TO IMPROVE POSTSECONDARY TEACHING AND LEARNING
Suite 2400, School of Education Building ¢ The University of Michigan ¢ Anur Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259

Q (313)936-2741 + SOURCE: BDH639
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A Study Synopsis

DESIGNS FOR LEARNING

Joan S. Stark and Malcoim A. Lowther
NCRIPTAL, The University of Michigan

Most academic learning in college takes place in classrooms. While other sources of leaming-the
home, the workplace, the living unit, the social setting--are also important, the primary goal of college is to
foster student intellectual development through formal teaching and learning. To this end, faculty
members plan and teach courses in ways they believe help students learn facts, principles, ideas,
attitudes, skills, and ways of thinking. Surprisingly, little information is available about the decisions faculty
members make when planning courses. For example:

What factors guide faculty members when they select bibliographies, write lectures, plan
laboratory or field experiences, lead discussions, and construct tests?

What beliefs about their disciplines, their students, and the learning process determine how they
go about the task"”

Beyond specific courses, what assumptions influence the way groups of faculty design a program
of courses leading to a major, a general education program, or a degree program?

Nationally, educators are discussing ways of ensuring "coherence” and “integrity" in the college
curriculum. A report from the National Institute of Education has stated that claritying expectations for
students will help them become more involved in their learning and, thus, learn more. There is
widespread beliet among policy makers that measuring student outcomes will both improve leg - ing for
students and help allocate funds to colleges more effectively. And, other national reports have . slied
that certain patterns of college coursework help students achieve desired outcomes more eftecuvely than
others. The expectations that instructors have for their students, the outcomes that might be measured,
and the patterns of coursework taken by students are all closely linked with academic plans constructed by
faculty members. The issues of instructional quality raised by recent national reports may be better
understood as we learn more about how faculty design their courses.

Cognitive psychologists suggest that students possess knowledge structures into which new
information must be integrated during the learning process if it is to be meaningful. Such psychological
theories have spawned the idea that the way course content is arranged by the instructor may influence
student learning. Thus, pedagogical advice is available, supporting the assumption that curricula should
be planned to possess “coherence” and "integrity.” Although this advice and each of the above
mentioned recommendations has intuitive appeal, very little research evidence is available about how
course content is selected and arranged by college instructors or, indeed, about the rationale for these
decisions. As a result, it is ditficult io judge the merit of the various proposals.

College ieachers are experts in their subject fields and have a strong dedication to them. Most
faculty members have an image and appreciation of their field that they hope students will grasp and come
to share. Through both experience and formal sources, many also have images of their students--th zir
interests, their stages of intellectual development, and their engagement in the leaming task. These
images of discipline and student characteristics surely influence how college instructors plan their

NATIONAL CENTER FC'v 5 FARCH TO MPROVE POSTSECONDARY TEACHING AND LEARNING
Suite 2400, School of Education Building ¢ The University of Michigan * Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259

(313)936-2741 « SOURCE: BDH639
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courses. Some faculty members are also influenced by campus resources and experts--ranging from
availability of computer facilities and available classroom space to the presence of instructional
development specialists. Others pay particular attention to the mission and goals stressed by their college
and program or by important external groups, such as professional associations, accreditors, or
employers. As a result of these many influences, faculty members, in building on their own educational
experiences and training, bring certain assumptions, beliefs, and proclivities to their course plarning.
Which of these influences are the strongest? How do the influences interact with each other? To what
extent are they taken into account by faculty members in different fields?

Study Questions

This survey will identify factors that influence faculty members from diverse fields as they design
introductory courses and communicate their course intentions to students. The survey is based on
interviews about these issues with 89 faculty members and 109 students in eight colleges. During the fall
of 1987, responses from a nationally representative sample of faculty will expand upon what was learned
in the interviews. Although the initial survey will focus on the design of introductory courses, we are aware
that advanced courses may involve different types of faculty planning activities. In a second phase of the
study, a few faculty members with special interest will be asked to help us understand these differences.

Procedure

On each cooperating campus surveys will be distributed and follow-up reminders sent to faculty
members teaching specific courses by a “campus liaison" designated by the chief academic officer. When
responding, instructors will return completed surveys directly to NCRIPTAL while notifying their campus
officer by postcard that their survey has been returned.

All material obtained in the survey will be considered confidential and will not be identified with the
faculty member or college in subsequent reports or publications. The chief academic officer of each
participating institution will be sent a full report of the findings and a summary report will be sent to
responding faculty memhers who request one.

For further information about the research plan, please contact:

Professor Malcolm A. Lowther

National Center for Research to Improve Postsecondary Teaching and Learning
2400 School of Education

The University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259

Phone (313) 936-2741

(10/87)
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CONFIRMATION ¢ARD

Dear Campus Ljaison:

I have completed the "Course Planning Exploration" survey and returned

it to NCRIPTAL.

Faculty Name (please print) Date Survey Sent

el
NCRIPTAL

NATCNAL EMIER TR
RESEARC I "0 MPROE
POL TSy SNALY
TEACHNG 10 At G

21

To avoid any unnecessary reminders, please return this card to

your designated Campus Liaison as soon as you have completed and
mailed the survey. Thank you.

REMINDER CARD

Course Planning Exploration

Dear Colleague:

We have not yet received the pink "Confirmation Card" from you which informs

us that you have completed and sent the survey {clourse Planning Exploration)
to NCRIPTAL.

We hope to receive the "Confirmation Card" from you shortly. If you have

not completed the survey, we would appreciate your doing so as soon as
possible.

&>
AN
&o

Thank you for your cooperation.



PLEASE RETURN THIS POSTPAID CARD PROMPTLY
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Yes, we will participate in the NCRIPTAL Course Planning Survey. “ & g
€ oy
_ 8.5 a
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Your responses to this short questionnaire will not be Hentitled with your name or the name of your institution. its purpose s to help us
determine how and why a decieion was made nol to participate in the NCRIPTAL Course Planning Expioration. Please retum il in the
enclosed pustage-paid envelope.

1. | consulted with cthers before deciding not to participate in the NCRIPTAL Course Planning Survey. Yes No

IF NO, GO ON TO QUESTION #7.

IF YES, please continue

2. | consuited somuone in the presidents office before making this decision. Yes No
3. lconsuled with an administrative advisory body or councll before making this decision. Yes No
4. | consuled formally with a faculty committee belore making this dacision. Yes No
5. | consulted informally with facully leaders before making this decision. Yee No
6. |gave the materials to ancther person for a decision. Yen No

IF YES, poslion o tiie of the person o whom the request was forwarded.

7. Despita the fact that we did not participate, this project s of interest to me. Yes No
8. Ifeel that the survey would not be useful to this institution at this time. Yes No
9. 1do not believe the survey results will be uselul to higher education generally. Yes No
10. Campus policy prohibits our involvement in surveys or other research projects. Yes No
11. W - are involved In a regional accreditation seli-study. Yes No
12. |1elt that faculty would resent belng asked to spend time on the survey. Yes No
13. At this institution, action on this type of request requires fuculty approval. Yes No

IF NO, GO TO QUESTION #17.

IF YES, pleasa continue

14. What is the name of the appropriate lacully group?

15. | forwarded your requast to this faculty group, Yes No

16. IF NO, indicate your reason for not forwarding the requast

17. The primary reason we did not participate in this survey was

18. Your poakion title Number of years heid

19. Your institution

REST COPY AVAILABLE
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(Sample of Bias Letter)

Maych 24, 1988

«Firstname» «Lastname»«IF Position»
«Pos8ition»«ENDIF»«IF Dept»
«Dept.»«ENDIF»

«Institution»«IF Address»
«Address»«ENDIF»

«City», «State» «Z2ip code»

Dear «Title»«IF Lastname» «Lastname»«ENDIF»:

We're sorry that your institution has not yet accepted our
invitation to participate in the NCRIPTAL study of introductory
course planning. Unfortunately, the time has come when we must
conclude our data collection and proceed to analyze the survey
results. Even though you did not find it possible to participate
in this survey, perhaps later you may accept an opportunity to
participate in other studies NCRIPTAL sponsors.

In any case, you may find our study results useful. 1If you
wish a copy of our report (expected in late fall 1988), simply
return the enclosed postcard in the postage paid envelope. For
your information, we are also enclosing brochures from which you
may request our other current publications.

It would be useful for us to know more about why some
colleges decided to participate in the course planning survey and
others did not. For example, we wonder if institutions where a
dean or vice president made the decision independently were more
or less likely to participate than those where a faculty commit-
tee made the decision. The enclcosed short questionnaire about
your institution’s decision not to ask faculty to complete the
survey will take less th n 10 minutes to complete and we hope you
are willing to mail it back along with your request for study
results.

Sincerely,
Joan S. Stark Malcolm A. Lowther
Professor and Director Professor and Senior Researcher
Enclosures:
Postcard

Postage-paid return envelope
Publications brochure
Questionnaire

A
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APPENDIX E

Percentage Tables by Academic Field for
General Education and Professional Fields
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Appendix E
Tables

E.1 Characteristics of Introductory Classes (by Academic Field)

E.2  Characteristics of Faculty Respondents (by Academic Field)

E.3  Perceived "Characteristics of My Academic Field" (by Academic Field)

E.4  Characteristics of Field as Portrayed in Introductory Course (by Academic Field)
E.5  Specific Influence on Planning ltems (by Academic Field)

E.6  Specific Influences on Selecting Course Content (by Academic Fiekd)

E.7  Infiuence of Background Beliefs on Course Planning (by Academic Fiekl)

E.8  Beliefs About Education (by Academic Field)

E.9  Preferred Educational Bekef (by Academic Field)

E.10 Characteristics of Introductory Class (by Academic Field)

E.11  Perceived Characteristics of Sponsoring Programs (by Academic Field)

E.12  Perceived Characteristics 0! College (by Academic Field)

E.13 Perceived Autonomy of Sponsoring Program, Faculty, and Students (by Academic Fiekd)
E.14 Influences of Coilege and Program Goals on Planning (by Academic Field)
E.15 Characteristics of Introductory Course Students (by Academic Field)

E.16  Specific Influence on Planning ltems (by Academic Field)

E.17  External Influences on Course Planning (by Academic Field)

E.18 Influences of Opportunities and Facilities on Course Planning (by Academic Field)
E.19 Pragmatic Influence on Course Planning (by Academic Field)

E.20 Specific Influence on Planning ltems (by Academic Field)

E.21  Useful Sources of Teaching Assistance (by Academic Field)

E.22 Steps Faculty Consider in Course Planning (by Academic Field)

E.23 “Course Planning Steps | Take First" (by Academic Field)

E.24 Ways of Communicating Goals to Students (by Academic Field)

E.25 Preferred Method of Aranging Course Content (by Academic Field)

E.26 Preferred Patterns of Arranging Content (by Academic Field)

E.27 Ways of Assisting and Monitoring Student Learning (by Academic Field)

E.28  Useful Indicators of Student Leaming (by Academic Field)

E.29 C: ~fidence in Indicators of Student Learning (by Academic Field)

Nota: Each table is subdivided into General Education (GE) and Protessional (P) courses.

)
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Tabie E. 1(GE)
Characteristics of Introductory Classes (by Academvc Field)

Responses by academic tield
Comp  Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math Fine Ats Liéng Total
Charactenistic (n=415) (ne210) (n=263) (n=141) (N=180) (n=215) (N=304) (nN=205) (n=172) (N=2105) x2 df p
Average class size
M 3483 30.65 6282 58.85 78.46 6968 3480 4708 2893 4752 3320 8, .00
SD 2319 1448 5581 43.78 9221 69.04 2158 4550 29.78 49.75 2056
Average nurnoer
of times taught
M 20.20 1360 20.68 25.72 2387 1608 1199 16.24 13145 17.71 11.87 8, .00
So 22.49 1499 20.56 27.26 2390 1794 1440 1954 1368 20.13 1994
Raesponse percentage X2 dt p
Other sections taught
Yos 97.8 74 76.8 755 803 63.2 809 542 629 76.7 203.55 8 .00
No 2.2 25.8 23.2 245 19.7 36.8 191 458 371 23.3
Course purpose
Developmental-no credit 2.7 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 1.0 0.6 1.1 849.64 56 .00
Developmental-with credit 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.9 8.0 0.0 3.6 2.6
General ed-intro 7.3 16.3 14.0 10.7 10.8 36.0 143 418 15.2 17.5
General ed-prospective
majors and others 20.4 47.8 46.7 700 704 276 272 284 455 385
Inteo for major 0.5 7.7 19 50 73 198 150 55 6.7 7.3
Intro fof trade or tech 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.7 0.6 1.4 53 0.0 0.6 11
Division wide core 2.7 3.8 2.7 2.1 2.2 2.8 10.6 25 4.8 4.0
College wide core 81.4 23.4 346 11.4 8.4 1.7 18.9 209 23.0 278
JAta 718490
Tablae E.1(P)
Charactenstics of Introductory Classes (by Acadenvc Flekd)
Responses by academic field
Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Characieristic (n=48) (n=68) (m=91)  (N=207) F dt p
" Average ciass $ize
M 40.31 39.38 49.79 44 .24 2.1 2, 12
SO 24.87 29.32 41.90 34.91 201
Average number
of times taught
M 16.13 6.68 12.08 11.33 5.83 2, .00
S0 19.96 6.77 15.37 14.98 198
Response percemage by acadernic fiekd X2 dt p
Other sections taught
Yot 458 32.8 71.4 53.2 23.88 2 .00
No 54.2 87.2 28.6 46.8
Coursomse
Deve Mak-na credit 0.0 00 11 05 76.45 14
Developmental-v .h credit 2.1 1.5 0.0 1.0 00
General ed-intro 0.0 1.5 11 1.0
General ed-prospective
majors and others 18.8 0.0 18.9 12.7
Intro for major 58.3 358 478 48.3
Intro for trade or tech 4.2 47.8 2.2 17.8
Division wide core 12.5 1.9 233 171
Coliege wide core 42 1.5 586 39
O
JA18 71080
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Tabie E.2(GE)
Characteristics of Faculty Respondents (by Acadenrc Field)

Responses by academic field
Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych  Blo Math Fine Arts Lang Total

Characterieic (Mu415) {Nu210) (Mu263) (P=141) (Nu180) (Mu215) (Nu304) (Mu205) (N=172) (N=2105) F ar p
Age

M 45.19 4980 4837 4573 4358 46.26 4542 46.04 46.92 46.3% 7.94 8, .00

SD 9.47 885 995 9.04 8.65 9.0 10.15 10.77 9.38 9.70 2048
Years full-lime colege teaching

M 9.57 16.92 1473 1109 1058 14.4t 1118 13.22 1155 1238 15.70 8. .00

SO 9.32 10.19 10.80 8.57 8.23 9.34 10.05 9.22 9.10 9.82 2095
‘Yoars graduate assisiant

M 1.50 1.62 1.41 1.43 1.33 2.27 1.77 1.14 1.84 1.59 68.26 8, .00

SD 1.99 199 .71 1.87 1.87 2.1 2.20 1.46 2.07 1.97 2094
Years high achoot teaching

M J.63 2.12 J.05 1.95 1.47 238 4.29 J3.45 J3.55 3.05 590 8, .00

SD 8.21 430 &.19 5§35 483 469 6.86 6.00 5.66 5.83 2094

Years teaching in bus or industry

M ) . 0.1t 0.30 0.03 0.24 0.36 0.27 0.2t t.27 8, .25
SD 1.30 1.72 0.45 0.54 1.65 0.19 2.12 2.38 1.10 1.45 2093
Years in present college

M 9.2t 14.61 13.76 11.19 9.93 1299 10.22 12,05 10.51 11.43 1220 8, .00
SD 8.38 8.88 9.6t 7.28 735 847 8.9 8.48 8.24 8.71 2069
Years in other occupation
M 8.91 8.16 8.22 7.29 8.17 8.60 6.82 9.78 6.80 7.95 2.66 8, .0t
SO 9.82 11.69 10.90 7.92 8.52 9.18 10.16 11.59 9.59 10.13 2086
intro courses taught ner 12 mnnths
SD 6.58 3.57 J.74 575 4.2 2.53 6.09 J3.34 J3.87 4.94 2095

Upper level courses
tat;‘gm par 12 months

1.27 1.88 2.0t 233 213 161 1.18 2.11 2.20 1.75 10.26 8, .00
SO 1.9t 189 2.10 264 258 189 1.68 2.29 2.16 2.12 2096
AL 7718:90
Table E.2(GE)—Continurd
' Responses by academic field
Comp Lit Hist Soc  Psych 8o Mah Fine Ats Lang Total
Characterisic (ru415) (N=210) (Ne263) (N=141) (Mu180) (Ne215) (NuI04) (MNm205) (M=172) (Nm2105) F o p
Graduate courses
taught per 1z monihs
M 0.13 026 0.32 028 049 039 0.15 0.21 0.11 0.24 6.12 8. .00
SD 0.57 065 0.84 0.79 t.25 0.99 0.60 0.70 0.50 0.78 2095
Response percentage x2 at p
Sex
Male 48.0 61.1 75.7 81.7 68.5 738 68.8 85.0 39.2 815 123.53 8 .00
Female 540 389 243 3.3 N5 282 2313 35.0 80.6 385
Dogree
BA. 1.9 0.5 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.4 7.9 J.4 4.7 25 209.54 24 .00
M.A. 56.0 J2.4 285 38.3 26.8 4.0 46.8 49.3 J35.5 409
2MA s 9.9 5.2 4.8 106 10.1 3.7 7.9 9.8 9.9 7.9
Doctorate J32.1 8619 689 49.6 83.1 80.9 35.3 J37.6 50.68 48.7
Academic rank
No rank 9.2 7.1 6.9 10.0 117 85 115 6.8 5.2 85 207.79 40 .00
Lecturer 251 43 118 13.6 123 §6 158 7.8 t2.2 13.4
Instructor 193 129 8.8 15.0 89 13t 237 14.8 22.7 16.0
Asst, Prolessor 169 19.0 1586 207 207 168 18.4 229 24.4 19.0
Assoc. Professor 14.7 224 218 16.4 20.7 280 164 27.3 18.0 20.1
Prolessor 14.7 343 35.1 243 25.7 299 14.1 205 17.41 23.0
Employment
Ful-time 64.1 885 7786 709 789 893 753 79.0 72.1 762 77.22 8 .00
Pant-time 359 115 224 29.1 21t 107 24.7 21.0 27.9 23.8
Tenured
Yos 38.7 673 56.1 55.0 472 61.4 395 51,5 43.5 498 90.66 16 .00
No 42.1 19.7 28.0 25.7 35.0 219 43.1 J30.4 37.8 32.7
NA 19.2 13.0 17.9 19.3 17.8 16.7 17.4 18.1 18.8 17.7
Anewers for advanced course
Very different 135 8.5 9.2 7.3 14.0 13.3 13.5 20.4 27.8 138 5250 16 .00
Somewhat ditterem 574 523 648 59.4 544 582 51.5 51.0 481 55.7
About the same 29.1 412 26.0 3.3 308 285 35.1 28.8 24.1 24.1
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Table E.2(P)

Charactaristics of Faculty Respondents (by Academic Field)

Responses by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Toial
Characteristic (n=d48)  (M=68)  (M=91) {1 1niT) F df P
Age
M 48.83 48.18 48.08 46.28 0.08 2, 92
SO 10.44 9.98 11.18 10.59 197
Yoars fuli-time col teaching
M loge 1.7 10.08 7.85 9.47 .74 2, .03
SO 9.11 7.32 8.4 8.32 203
Yeoars graduate assistant
M 1.21 0.07 0.48 0.51 21.29 2, .00
SD 1.20 0.32 1.0 1.01 203
Years high school teaching
M 3.02 0.03 1.22 1.25 15.51 2, .00
SO 4.38 017 2.88 3.04 203
Years teaching in bus. or industry
M 0.15 0.25 2.87 1.38 10.00 2, .00
SO 0.74 091 8.29 4.42 203
Years in prosen college
M 11.43 723 5.80 8.05 8.26 2, .00
SO 8.50 6.06 5.71 6.78 198
Years in other occupation
M 10.52 14.23 14.10 13.30 2.18 2, .12
SO 10.92 9.96 10.79 10.62 201
h“r0 courses
taught per 12 months
M 2.79 2.54 570 4.00 18.07 .2 .00
SD 2.14 2.03 494 3.93 203
Upper lavel courses taught
per 12 months
M 2.81 1.61 1.77 1.96 294 2, .08
SD 2.24 352 2.45 2.83 203
4A2 7718190
Table E.2(P)—Continued
Responsas by academic field
Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Characteristic (n=48)  (nwBB)  (M91)  (N=207) F daf p
Gnvd courses laught
per 12 months
M 098 0.13 0.24 0.38 9.00 2, .00
SD 1.95 0.57 0.81 1.17 203
Response percemage X af p
Sex
Male 52.1 3.0 72,5 45.1 78.58 2 .00
Female 479 97.0 27.5 54.9
Degree
B.A. 0.0 18.7 55 7.8 46.32 10 .00
M.A, 25.0 59.1 58.2 50.7
2MA s 8.3 7.8 13.2 10.2
Doctorate 68.7 16.7 23.1 J31.2
Acadermic rank
No rank 2.1 8.0 8.8 5.3 3195 10 .00
Lecturar 125 8.0 143 11.2
Instructor 2.1 313 319 24.8
Assi. Professor 29.2 35.8 252 29.8
Assoc. Professor 313 10.4 12.1 18.0
Professor 22.9 10.4 9.9 13.1
Empiloyment
Fuli-time 85.4 91.0 70.3 80.8 11.52 2 .00
Part-4ime 14.8 9.0 29.7 19.4
Tenured
Yos 57.4 448 31.1 41.7 11.31 4 .02
No 29.8 40.3 41.1 J38.2
NA 12.8 149 27.8 20.1
Answers for advanced course
Very dittarem 9.8 13.9 9.5 10.7 112 4 .89
Somewhat difterent 48.8 44.4 54.0 50.0
About the same 41.5 41.7 38.5 39.3
A2 /1090
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Tabie E.3{GE)
Perceived "Charactenstics of My Acadermic Fieks” (by Academvc Fiekd)

Response percentage by academic f'ekd

Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych 8io Math Fine Ans Lang  Total

Characteristic (N4 15)(Nu210)(Nu263)(Nu141)(Nu180) (Nw215)(Nel04)(Nu205) (Nw172)(N=2105) x2 df p
A mode of inquiry
Describes my field poorly 12.8 6.8 51 0.7 1.7 33 11.2 136 39.8 106 269.40 16 .00
Neutra! 222 179 158 9.3 149 137 25.7 227 24.6 19.4
Describes my fleld wel 649 754 794 900 B84 829 63.0 63.6 35.7 70.1
An intervelated s8t of interasts and values
Describes my fleid poorly 144 29 74 658 142 193 38 45 225 155 23112 16 .00
Neutrat 254 184 168 252 210 228 215 166 23.1 213
Describes my field well 602 786 758 69.1 648 579 2396 789 54.4 63.1
Skillg to be mastered
Describes my fiekd poorty 30 211 206 206 188 231 69 199 1.2 136 34523 16 00
Neutral 127 349 2342 305 420 264 119 24.4 58 23.2
Describes my fleid weil B4.4 440 451 489 392 505 81.2 557 930 63.2
Skills to be appled
Describes my field poorty 20 144 225 143 131 203 46 155 0.0 109 302.10 16 .00
Neutral 10.8 30.8 33.3 321 30 246 146 215 4.7 21.4
Descrives my fleld wel 87.2 548 442 536 540 55.1 808 63.0 95.3 67.7
Phenomena to explain
Describes my field poorly §78 324 13.2 2.9 J.4 §3 468 215 58.1 319 597.14 16 .00
Neutrat 22.7 304 183 171 10.7 148 226 255 198 20.7
Describes my field well 195 372 685 800 859 799 2306 43.0 22.1 473
Individuais who share common imterests
Describes my field poorty 396 141 125 144 189 21§ 832 27.1 40.6 29.2 26087 16 .00
Neutral 275 223 164 209 200 244 209 221 16.5 218
Describes my fiakd well 329 636 711 647 617 541 259 508 429 490
Organized body of knowledge
Describes my field poorty 214 194 58 35 79 14 26 99 180 107 26603 16 00
Neutral 287 N6 147 220 19.8 6.7 79 178 151 18.6 ’
Describes my field well 499 490 795 745 723 919 895 723 66.9 70.7
interrelated concepts and oparations
Describes my field poorly 102 199 151 43 46 1.0 13 154 124 9.3 179.42 16 .00
Neutral 219 252 221 142 211 9.1 59 18.4 16.5 17.2
Describes my field well 679 549 628 816 743 900 928 66.2 71.2 7.4
8AY 9/18/90
Table £.3(P)
Perceived "Charactenistis of My Academic Fieid” (by Acad yic Field)
Response percermage by academic field
Ed Psych  Nurs Bus Tolal
Characteristic (n=48)  (MmBB)  (mm91) (N=256) x2 df p
A mode of inquiry
Describes my fisld poorty 14.8 1.7 13.3 11.8 2.86 4 .58
Neutrad 27.1 29.2 4.4 31.0
Describes my fiaki well 58.3 63.1 52.2 57.1
An interreiated set of interests and valuos
Describes my flaid poorty 8.4 1.6 3.3 35 3.05 4 .55
Neutral 19.1 15.6 22.2 19.4
Describes my fisid well 74.5 82.8 74.4 771
swnl:lobomm
2cribes ry eid poorty 13.0 1.5 14.3 9.9 33.9¢ 4 .00
Neuira! 19.6 3.0 33.0 20.2
Deacribes my fekd wel 67.4 95.5 52.7 70.0
Skilis to be applied
Describes my field poorty 10.6 1.5 15.6 99 17.08 4
Neuiral 128 15 13.3 9.4 00
Describes my fleld wel 76.6 96.9 71.1 80.7
Phanomena to crplain
Describes my fleid pcorty 15.2 288 1.1 267 12.83 4 .01
Neutral 196 2.7 4.4 27.2
Describes my fleld we! 65.2 48.5 34.4 46.0
Individuais who share common imarests
Describes my fleid poorty 55 75 kI J33.2 2.96 L) 58
Neutral 319 4.4 3.0 3.2
Deacribes my fleld wek 428 281 33.0 2.7
Organized body of knowlsdge
Describes my fleid poorty 85 1.5 7.8 59 10.66 4 .03
Neutral 17.0 9.1 24.4 177
Describes my field wei 74.5 89.4 67.8 76.4
imermelated concepts and oparations
Describes my feld poorty 4.3 4.6 8.8 54 6.60 4 .07
Neutral 4.9 7.7 18.7 11.8
Describes my ekt wel 91.5 87.7 74.7 82.8
l SAY 1090
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Table E 4GE)
Charicteristics of Figld as Portrayed in Introductory Course (by Acadermic Field)

Response parcerage by academic field

Comp Lt Hist Soc Psych Bio Maih Fine Ans Lang Total

Characteristic (P=d15) (Ne210) (Mm263) (N=141) (Mm160) (M215) (N=304) (N=205) (n=172)(N=2105) X g p
A mode of inquiry
Describes my field poorly 12.2 6.3 7.0 0.7 4.0 9.4 16.2 13.6 38.9 t2.1 22559 t8 .00
Neutral 17.2 16.6 19.6 7.1 t7.6 211 29.7 2.8 257 20.6
Describes My flaid well 706 75.0 732 921 76.2 69.5 54.1 62.6 35,3 673
An interrelated set of irerests and values
Describes My fiald poorty 12.5 1.9 89 79 10.9 168.2 393 55 24.7 15.1 275.286 16 .00
Neutrai 23.4 13.5 140 20.t 229 23.0 24.3 12.0 24.7 201
Descrbes my fiekd wek 64.1 645 770 719 669 6086 363 625 50.6 64.9
Skills 10 be masterad
Describes my feld poorly 45 245 22.2 28.2 233 271 3.0 249 0.8 15.5 47449 16 .00
Noutral 9.2 279 30.7 270 42.0 319 76 29.4 29 213
Describes my fiaid woll 86.4 47.6 47.1 46.6 34.7 41.0 89.5 45.8 96.5 63.2
Skilts to be appiied
Describ.s my fiekd poorly 1.2 14.4 21.6 20.0 21.0 26.8 3.6 225 0.6 13.0 416.66 18 .00
Neutral 7.1 2R 4 340 243 29.5 26.2 109 255 0.8 19.4
Describes my feid weil 9t.86 59.1 444 557 49.4 450 654 520 986 67.6
Phenomena to explain
Describes my field poorty 56.6 029.6 13.0 3.6 2.6 48 50.3 3.5 58.6 J2.5 626.44 16 .00
Neutral 223 316 22.0 12.1 10.2 16.2 24.0 20.5 19.5 209
Describes my field well 189 J4.8 65.0 643 66.9 77.0 25.7 46.0 219 46.6
Individuals who share common interests
Describes my tield poorty J36.1 9.2 126 17.4 17.2 242 59.1 26.9 40.6 293 298.20 t6 .00
Neutral 29.1 243 20.2 24.6 22.4 24.2 21.6 21.4 16.6 233
Describes my field wel J46 665 669 56.0 60.3 51.7 19.3 5.7 4286 474
Organized body of knowledge
Describes my field poorty 2.8 205 56 J.6 7.4 1.9 2.6 10.8 168.2 11.4 276.06 168 .00
Neutral 269 293 16.0 179 143 52 115 13.3 14.1 17.6
Deacribes my fiakd well 475 502 762 78,6 76.3 929 859 759 676 710
Inerrelated concepts and operations
Describes my fiekd poorly 100 194 145 3.6 4.0 1.4 3.6 1.9 13.1 9.4 141,01t 16 .00
Neutral 185 2286 21.5 12.1 17.1 11.4 56 t17.8 13.1 15.6
Describes my field well 7186 578 64.1 684.3 78.9 87.1 90.6 683 738 75.0
A1 7716/90
Table E.4(P)
Characternistics of Field as Portrayed in Introductory Course (by Academic Field)
Response percentage by academic fiekd
Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Characteristic (n=48)  (n=88)  (ne91) (N=207) X a
A mode of inquiry
Describes my field poorly 128 9.1 13.3 11.8 2.2t 4 .70
Neutral 17.0 27.3 24 .4 326
Daacribes My flekd wek 70.2 63.6 62.2 64.5
An irtervaiated sei of interests and values -
1Describes my fiekd poorly 4.3 1.8 33 3.0 2.39 4 68
Neuiral 149 14.1 21.1 17.4
Describes my field well 80.9 684.4 75.8 79.8
Skille to be mastered
Describes my field poorly 13.0 6.1 13.3 10.9 38.30 4 .00
Neutrai 19.6 45 43.3 25.2
Deacribes my fleid well 67.4 89.4 43.3 63.9
Skills to be applied
Describes my fiekt poorty 10.8 J.1 12.4 9.0 tt.24 4 .02
Neutral 6.4 48 15.7 10.0
Describes my fieid well 83.0 923 719 81.1
Phenomena to explain
Describos my fleld poorly 13.0 28.4 328 26.7 14.01 4 01sig
Neutral 13.0 28.9 25.8 233
Describes my fiekt well 739 44 .8 41.6 50.0
Individuals who share common interests
Describes my field poory 17.0 8.5 26.1 26.0 797 4 .09
Neutral 27.7 26.2 33.0 295
Describes My fiels weil 55.3 35.4 409 425
Organized body of knowledge
Describes my fleld poorty 43 1.5 22 24 18646 4 .00
Neutral 17.0 8.0 30.6 195
Describes my fleid well 78.7 92.5 87.0 76.0
Interreiatod concepts and operations
Deacribes my fisid poory 2.1 1.5 44 29 504 4 .28
Neutral 12.8 75 17.6 13.2
Describes my flekd wel 85.1 91.0 78.0 83.9
0A2 7/16/90
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Table E.5GE)
Spedific Influence on Planning ltems (by Academic Fieid)

Raesponse percentage by academic field

Comp  Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math  Fine Ants Lang  Toti'

Influence (Nud15) (Mu210) (Nu263) (Nu141) (Nu180) (N=215) (N=I04) (M=205) (Nu172)(N21GS5) x2 dt p
Important concepts and principles
Not intuential 51 1.9 2.3 0.7 11 0.0 0.7 54 13.4 3.3 151.17 16 00
Neutral 16.1 13.3 9.7 10.0 4.4 1.9 3.7 98 15.7 9.7 :
Very influsntial 708 848 88.2 89.3 94 .4 98.1 95.7 84.8 709 87.0
Mode of inquiry
Not influsntial 9.5 19 4.2 4.3 2.8 3.7 7.4 8.9 KR 79 209.86 16 .00
Neutral 179 9.5 179 10.7 13.3 14.0 21.4 27.6 229 175
Very influentiai 7.4 888 779 85.0 839 82.3 71.2 63.5 458 74.6
Acquire essential skills
Not influential 1.0 5.7 9.2 15.1 21.1 20.9 1.0 37.7 0.6 10.6 657.28 16 .00
Neuiral 4.1 17.2 35.1 36.7 7.6 30.2 3.7 255 1.7 189
Very infientiat 94.9 77.0 5§57 48.2 41.1 48.8 95.3 J36.8 97.7 70.4
Relate fieid to other fiekis
Not influential 4.4 6.2 4.2 6.4 10.0 5.6 3.7 78 11.7 6.1 63.19 16 .00
Neutral 11.4 21.0 16.5 19.3 27.2 27.0 217 16.2 2.2 19.3
Very infiuential 84.3 729 792 743 62.8 67.4 74.6 76.0 66.1 74.6
Link concapts to social probtems
Not intuential 273 1563 99 1.4 6.1 173 622 36.3 395 26.2 5§25.15 16 .00
Neutral 36.6 30.1 18.7 10.7 19.4 27 1 25.1 29 4 267 26.4
Very inliiential 386.1 545 714 87.9 74 .4 5§5.6 12.7 343 3.7 47.4
Contribute 0 personal development
Not intiuential 3.8 2.9 58 2.1 39 159 227 49 122 86 264.3 t6 .00
Neutral 9.7 9.0 204 10.0 128 29.4 30.1 14.2 14.0 17.0
Very inluential 86.7 88.1 738 87.9 83.9 54.7 47.2 809 739 745

*5A1572790
Table E5(GE)—Continued
Response percentage by academic tield
Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math  Fine Ats Lang  Total
Infuence {ned15) (Mu210) (Mu263) (Nm141) (Nu180) (Nm215) (Nu304) (N=205) (Nm172)(N=Z105) xR a p
Acquire specialized vocabulary
Not influential 37.6 J38 56.1 13.6 11.1 7.9 13.4 22.0 0 2568 41897 18 .00
Neutral 35.¢ 305 279 29.3 28.3 21.0 21.a 24.0 A7 26.4
Very influential 273 357 18.0 §7.1 60.6 71.0 65.2 52.9 77.2 48.1
Exarnine diverse views
Not infuential 7.8 17.2 9.9 50 10.8 31.8 625 18.7 491 29.6 437.8 18 .00
Nevtrad 29.7 230 214 243 235 28.5 24.7 28.6 27.2 25.9
Very intiuential 328 5968 687 70.7 65.9 39.7 1.7 §2.7 23.7 44.4
Q 18A167727190
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Table E.5(P)
Speaific Inrluence on Planning items (hy Academic Fieid)

Response percentage by acacemic fiekd

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
influence (M=48)  (n=B8)  (M=91)  (AW207) x2 dat p
Important concepis and jinciples
Nol influential 0.0 3.0 6.6 4.4 2.96 8 .81
Neutral 2.1 18.2 22.0 20.5
Very influential 97.9 78.8 7.4 75.1
Mode of inquiry
Not Influential 12.5 1.5 99 7.9 15.44 8 .05
Neutral 22.9 15.4 231 20.8
Very influential 64.8 83.1 67.1 7.5
Aocquire essential skiils
Nol influential 21 3.0 7.7 49 40.29 8 .00
Neutral 20.8 6.1 28.6 195
Very influential 771 90.9 63.8 75.6
Relate fiek 10 other fields
Not influential 21 13.6 55 7.4 29.32 8 .00
Neutral 29.2 424 143 26.8
Very influential 68.7 439 80.9 65.9
Link concapts to social problems
Not influential 21 9.1 165 108 1287 8 13
Neutral 31.3 28.8 19.8 254
Very iMuential 66.7 62.1 63.8 63.9
Contribute to personai development
Not infuential 4.2 1.5 78 49 9.13 8 K]
Neutral 125 18.2 233 191
Very inluential 83.3 80.3 68.9 76.0
YSA2 712790
Table E.5(P)—Continued 2
Response percentage by academic fiekt
Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
influence (N=48) (n=868) {n=91) (N=207) x2 df p
Acquire specialized vocabulary
Not influential 8.3 1.5 1.1 8.9 54.50 8 .00
Neutral 458 45 20.0 211
Very influential 47.9 93.9 33.3 721
Examine diverse views
Not influential 10.4 37.8 14.3 209 22.32 8 .00
Neutral 18.8 2.7 27.5 23.9
Very intluential 708 39.4 58.3 55.2
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table E.6(GE)
Specific Influences on Salecting Course Content (by Academic Fleld)

Response percentage by academic field

Comp Lit Hist Soc  Psych Bio Math Fine Aris  Lang Total
Influence (nm415) (Mu210) (Nw283) (Nu1d1) (Mu160) (Mu215) (Nw304) (Nw205) (Mm172) (M=2105) X2 a p
Fundamenial concept
Not intluential 9.7 J.4 J.4 1.4 1.0 1.4 3.0 2.0 11.5 44 16442 18 .00
Neutral 16.9 15.9 8.9 3.5 2.6 2.6 4.7 6.4 17.3 9.1
Very intiuentiad 73.4 80.6 89.7 95.0 97.2 95.8 92.3 91.7 71.2 86.4
Stimuises search for meaning
Not Influentiad 19.8 4.6 16.6 15.6 17.2 35.0 74.1 3.2 459 29.9 488.97 18 .00
Neutral 21.7 14.5 23.0 19.1 21.7 229 15.2 26.1 223 20.6
Very intiuential 58.5 80.7 56.2 65.2 61.1 421 10.8 50.7 1.8 50.0
Assisia in career search
Not influential J34.8 56.7 59.4 34.0 4.4 491 349 84.0 420 45 1 153.62 18 .00
Neutral 37.0 26.6 31.4 36.3 Kk 294 26.9 2.7 268 31.1
Vety intiuential 26.4 12.5 9.2 27.7 J2.2 21.5 J38.2 13.3 Jt.2 23.6
Topic Is easy
Not intluential 55.1 86.2 87.8 57.9 83.9 66.6 59.8 50.6 82.2 65.12 16 .00
Neuirai 1.1 25.1 24.1 27.1 276 16.1 225 23.6 224 25.1
Very influential 13.8 8.7 8.0 15.0 8.3 10.7 10.7 16.7 26.9 12.7
Helps integrate ideas
Not influential 8.9 92 77 J.6 7.2 8.4 13.5 49 199 93 53.57 186 00
Neutrai 193 21.8 193 15.6 26.1 229 249 27.6 199 2.0
Very influential 71.9 88.9 73.0 608 86.7 88.7 61.6 67.5 80.3 86.7
Topic is enjoyable
Not influential 16.6 10.6 142 99 12.6 23.7 38.9 103 139 16.4 175.05 18 00
Neutral 26.6 24 6 37.7 23.4 29.4 30.2 49 2586 20.9 29.2
Very influential 52.6 684.7 4681 86.7 57.6 46.0 26.6 64.0 8586 52.4
18A1 7/16/90
Table €.6{GE)—~Continued
Response percentage by academic field
Comp Lit Hist Soc  Psych Bio Math Fine Ats  Lang Total
influence (Mud15) (Mu210) (Nw263) (Mutdl) (Mu1B0) (Mu215) (Mu304) (Mw205) (Mm172) (Nw2105) X° a p
Topic encouragea investigation
Not intluential 8.7 58 7.3 5.0 8.9 11.2 20.0 49 238 10.2 15266 16 .00
Neutral 16.0 16.6 20.5 19.9 2.2 26.4 35.8 20.7 23.6 22,6
Very influential 77.3 75.1 722 75.2 68.9 80.5 444 74.4 52.9 67.0
Topic interrelates fundamenial principies
Not infiuential 11.4 10.7 8.1 5.7 8.9 8.5 5.0 9.4 24.7 9.7 6469 168 .00
Neutral 219 25.9 26.0 16.3 28.7 22.9 2t .1 22.7 20.1 22.8
Very infiuential 88.7 63.4 859 76.0 684.4 70.6 73.8 88.0 55.2 87.5
Topic useful in soling problems on job
Not influential 1.1 451 41.1 1.1 168 27.8 3.7 46.3 348 25.4 400162 168 .00
Nouiral 25.7 299 31.0 29.1 248 27.6 9.1 23.8 22.8 243
Vety intiuertial 63.1 25.0 279 518 56.7 449 87.2 26.1 429 50.4
Topic is important example
of inquiry in fieid
Not intluential 18.6 7.3 5.0 5.0 33 8.0 11.4 19.2 394 12.8 206.97 t6 .00
Neutral 26.1 2.3 18.9 15.6 194 205 25.8 19.2 20.4 22.5
Very influential 55.3 89.4 76.1 79.4 77.2 735 82.8 6t1.6 323 6848
) n - -
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Tabie E.6{P)
Specific Intuences on Selecting Course Content (by Academic Field)

Response parcentage by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
influence (rw48) {Mm68) (Mm91) {N=207) x2 at p
Fundamemal
Not influential 2.1 0.0 2.2 1.5 9.99 6 13
Neutral 2.1 4.5 10.0 6.3
Very influential 95.9 95.5 87.8 92.2
Stimulatee search for meaning
Not intiuential 39.8 38.8 35.8 37.5 4.23 8. .04
Neutral 229 29.9 30.0 28.9
Very influential 37.5 313 J4.4 4.2
Asgisie In careor search
Not intluential 14.8 18.2 5.5 11.8 18.88 8 .02
Neutral 8.3 22.7 20.0 18.1
Very influential 77.1 59.1 74.4 70.1
Topic is easy
Not intluential 66.6 61.2 42.2 54.1 15.92 8 .04
Neutral 27.1 20.9 35.8 28.8
Vory intluential 8.3 18.0 223 17.1
Helps integrate ideas
Not intluential 2.1 9.0 8.6 8.4 17.54 8 .02
Neutral 8.3 209 16.7 16.1
Very intiuential 89.6 70.2 78.8 77.5
Topic is enjoyable
Not influential 27.6 28.3 14.6 22.2 11.50 8 .18
Neutral 213 373 N5 11.0
Very iMiuential 51.1 343 53.9 4u 4
18A1 7/1690
Table E.6(P)—Continued
Response percemage by academic fleid
Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Influence {n=48) {n=88) {n=91) (N=207) xe at p
Topic ancouragee invastigation
Not influential 10.5 14.9 8.9 11.2 5.64 8 .69
Neutral 20.8 17.9 22.2 20.5
Very influential 68.8 87.2 68.9 68.3
Topic interrsiates fundamental principies
Not influential 10.4 14.9 8.9 11.2 10.92 8 21
Neoutrat 18.7 17.9 28.7 21.5
Very intiusntial 73.0 67.2 64.4 67.3
Topic useful in solving problems on job
Not influential 0.0 3.0 558 2.9 23.39 8 .00
Neutrad 14.6 8.0 178 13.2
Very influential 85.4 91.0 76.7 83.4
Topic is importam oxample
of inquiry in fleld
Not influential 8.4 6.1 10.0 8.3 8.65 8 .38
Neutral 271 242 214 235
Very intiuential 648 69.7 68.9 68.2
) ' 7
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Tabie E.7-GE
Specific influence on Planning hems (by Academic Fieid)

Response percenage by academic field

Comp  Lit Hist Soc  Psych Bio Math  Fine Aits Lang  Total

Influence (m415) (Mm210) (M263) (M=141) (N=180) (Mm215) (Mm304) (N=205) (Nm172)(N=2105) x2 af p
My educational purpose
Not influantial 0.7 3.4 49 2.2 [ B ] 8.0 58 4.4 7.0 3.8 70.26 16 .00
Noutral 10.7 9.6 12.9 8.8 9.4 19.5 215 11.2 8.2 12.9
Very influantial 88.6 870 821 89.2 89.4 74.4 729 84.4 848 83.3
My religious belefs
Not influential 70.8 0 66.9 70. 739 75.3 84.1 741 773 73.7 37.80 te .00
Neutrad 18.4 12.4 16.3 12.9 14.4 9.3 9.0 10.7 11.0 12.8
Very Infuential 28 16.7 187 171 1.7 15.3 7.0 15.1 1 13.4
My bellefs about teaching
Not influentiat 53 1.7 123 8.8 8.7 14.4 13.8 7.8 9.9 48.75 16 .00
Neutral 18.4 25.1 215 173 20.2 29.9 225 211 17.8 1.5
Very inuential 76.3 671 68.2 741 73.0 56.3 63.9 65.7 74.7 68.7
My political bekiefs
Not intluertial 81.2 80.3 66.0 58.3 77.2 88.4 95.7 86.3 88.8 81.1 158.57 18 .00
Neutral 140 130 210 24.5 15.8 79 3.2 1.8 93 12.8
Very influential 4.8 6.7 13.0 17.3 7.2 3.7 1.0 2.0 4.1 6.1
Teaching experience
Not intluential 0.2 19 1.5 0.7 17 3.7 1.7 15 00 1.4 48.93 16 .00
Neutral 2.7 57 111 8.8 6.7 98 9.6 98 29 72
Very influential 97.1 923 87.4 90.7 91.7 86.4 88.7 88.8 971 91.4
Formal education cours1s
Not influential 512 644 635 452 39.4 48.4 437 38.1 471 49.7 80.62 16 .00
Neutral 23.4 125 13.7 16.5 20.6 18.1 255 24.3 163 19.7
Very intiuential 25.4 231 22.8 38.1 40.0 33.5 308 37.6 36.6 30.6
Instructional workshops
Not influential 36.7 519 58.8 41.4 40.8 423 429 42.6 23.4 426 97.57 16 .00
Neutral 24.6 250 24.0 20.0 26.8 27.7 289 309 26.3 26.1
Very influential 38.8 231 17.2 38.6 J2.4 30.0 282 26.5 503 31.3
15A2a 71890
Table E.7 (GE)—Continued
Response percentage by academic field
Comp Lit Hist Soc¢ Psych Bio Math  Fine Arts Lang  Total
intluence {=415) (Me210) (M263) (Mm141) (Ne180) (Nm215) (Mm304) (Nm205) (M=172)(Ne2105) X at p

Practitionsr experience
Not inthuential 3.2 94 7.7 3.6 18.7 13.8 150 6.5 35 9.3 94.02 16 .00
Neutral 9.0 7.4 10.3 12.1 15.0 149 17.3 8.5 85 113
Very intivential 87.8 83.2 82.0 743 68.3 71.8 87.8 85.1 90.0 79.4

Way | was taught
Not infiuential 846 558 46.4 56.4 84.4 53.0 449 82.4 579 56.1 88.32 18 .00
Neutral 23.8 23.8 23.0 27.1 18.9 27.4 30.4 20.8 24.8 245
Very influential 11.8 20.7 30.7 18.4 18.7 19.5 248 16.8 175 19.4

Scholarly preparation
Not influsntial 147 57 49 8.4 111 6.0 109 59 18.8 98 70.90 16 .00
Noutral 251 198 16.0 13.8 189 209 231 17.2 203 20.2
Very Iriiential 60.1 748 791 80.0 70.0 73.0 66.3 76.8 61.0 70.0

Practitioner preparation
Not influential 125 134 16.7 21.4 240 209 213 8.9 120 18.5 73.82 16 .00
Noutral 189 249 20.2 12.9 19.8 20.9 26.2 124 12.0 19.4
Very infiential 688 8 817 63.0 65.7 58 4 581 525 78.7 759 64.1

Q D g 16A20 711890
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Table E.7{P)
Intuence of Background Beliels on Course Planning (by Academvic Flekd)

Percent responses by academic field
Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Influence (M=dB)  (n=8B)  (M=91)  (Nw207) x2 df p
My educationsl purpose
Not influential 2.1 4.5 2.2 2.9 12.72 8 .12
Neutral 2.1 13.8 20.9 14.1
Very infiuential 95.8 81.8 77.0 83.0
My religious bellefs
Not influential 88.8 65.1 84.8 85.9 18.37 8 .04
Neutral 14.8 24.2 20.9 20.5
Very inthiential 18.7 10.8 143 13.7
My beliels about teaching
Not influential 4.2 9.1 8.8 8.8 21.60 8 .01
Neutral 10.4 15.2 24.2 18.0
Very influentia) 85.5 75.7 89.2 75.1
My polttical beliets
Not influential 75.0 89.4 78.0 80.9 8.85 8 37
Neutral 188 7.6 143 13.2
Very infuential 8.3 3.0 7.7 5.9
Teaching axperence
Not intiuential 2.1 3.0 4.4 3.5 5.12 8 74
Neutral 10.4 12.1 12.1 11.7
Very itluential 87.5 84.8 83.8 84.9
Formal education courses
Not intluential 12.8 t2.1 20.9 16.1 6.13 8 .63
Neutral 229 19.7 17.6 19.5
Very infiuential 64.8 68.2 61.8 64.4
15A20 7/16/90
Table E.7(P)~Continued
influence of Background Beliels on Course Planning (by Acaderic Fiekl)
Percent responses by academic field
Ed Psych  Nums Bus Total
Influence (n=48)  (n68)  (ne81) (Me207) P of p
Instructional
Nummmm 14.6 10.8 29.7 20.0 18.57 8 .02
Neutral 41.7 21.2 23.1 28.8
Very influential 438 88.2 473 53.2
oxperience
Pmmxpo 2.1 0.0 8.6 3.5 10.04 8 .28
Neutral 4.2 3.0 8.8 4.9
Very intluential 93.8 97.0 88.8 91.7
Way | was taught
.Nyo( intuential 75.1 83.8 58.9 84.2 16.58 8 .03
Neutrsl 18.8 24.2 28.7 24.0
Vety intiuential 8.3 t2.1 14.5 11.8
Schol
Notun?uomu 0.0 3.0 17.8 8.8 19.41 8 .01
Neutral 29.2 19.7 23.1 23.4
Vety infiuentiad 70.8 77.2 59.4 67.8
Practitioner ration
Not muqmp. 8.4 0.0 99 8.4 14.93 8 .08
Neutral 125 9.1 10 10.7
Very infiuential 79.2 90.9 2 83.0
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Tabie E.8(GE}
Belels About Education (by Academic Fielo)

Response percentage by academic fiekl

Comp Lt Hist Soc Psych  Bio Math Fine Ats Lang Total

Purpose of Education (N4 15)(Nu210) (N=2683) (N=141) (N=180) (Nw215) (MeI04) (N=205) (N=172) (Nw2105) x2 dat p
Social change
Not ke my beltel 17.2 18.4 14.3 6.4 8.9 23.2 51.2 218 2.4 219 271.44 16 .00
Neutral 293 304 24.3 15.0 173 313 28.2 28.7 208 258
Very much kke my belie! 535 512 61.4 7868 737 455 226 495 571 523
Effective thinking
Not like my bedief 0.7 2.9 1.1 0.0 3.3 05 0.7 35 4.7 1.7 53.41 16 .00
Neutral 5.1 9.6 5.0 6.4 128 8.1 5.9 11.9 12.4 79
Very much like my beliet 942 876 939 936 839 914 93.4 847 829 903
Systematic Instruction
Not ke my bellet 16.0 278 17.7 173 20.0 17.5 10.9 18.8 8.2 18.9 68.96 168 .00
Neutral 286.4 287 J2.3 J30.2 26.1 J2.1 27.1 27.2 159 279
Very much fike my beiiel 5586 435 500 525 539 505 620 540 759 552
Vocational developmant
Not #ke my bedet 349 627 5.1 446 444 47.4 18.1 57.9 40.2 435 19553 16 .00
Neutral J4.4 244 246 J36.0 322 297 339 208 32.0 300
Very much Iike my belet 30.8 129 17.3 19.4 233 230 48.0 213 278 285
Delermined by mission and resource constraims
Not #ke my beset 36 6439 8468 66.4 65.7 80.7 59.8 86.0 59.2 83.2 19.97 16 .22
Neutral 2.7 237 238 22.9 23.0 26.1 28.6 24.5 195 24.1
Very much like my belief 13.7 121 1.5 107 tt2 133 116 95 213 t2.7
Personal enrichment
Not like my belel 23.2 24 .4 45.5 29.5 278 51.2 69.5 20.4 35.3 37.2 300.05 16 .00
Neutral 259 273 28.8 273 283 Jtr.8 19.2 28.4 335 27.2
Very much iike my belief 508 48 25.7 43.2 439 17.1 1.3 51.2 312 358
Leam groeat ideas of humanity
Not like my beliet 4.1 9.1 11.2 15.7 78 16.6 30.9 9.4 488 218 276.08 t6 .00
Neutral 315 18.2 219 279 J36.1 3.2 29.2 223 229 27 .4
Very much like my belief 4.4 727 86.9 56.4 56.1 50.2 299 683 28.3 509
Clarify values and achieve commitment
Not iike my beket 13.8 4.3 10.0 11.5 13.9 219 3.4 10.4 21.9 162 169.98 16 .00
Neutral 219 17.2 223 28.8 29.4 271 J2.1 21.3 23.1 245
Very much kke my belief 8649 785 67.7 59.7 572 510 4.4 68.3 55.0 592
10AY 7/16/90
Table E.8(P)
Belkefs About Education (by Academic Fieid)
Response percemage by academic flaki
Ed Psych  Nurs Bus Total
Purpose of Education (nmd8) (n=88) (Mu91)  (MW207) NP af p
Soclal change
Not ¥ke my bellef 8.5 7.8 11.0 9.3 1.65 4 .80
Neutral 149 22.7 19.8 19.6
Very much ike my belied 76 .8 69.7 69.2 711
Etfective thinking
Not lke my beliet 2.1 1.5 2.2 2.0 2.28 4 .69
Neutral 108 8.1 13.2 10.3
Very much ¥ke my belket 87.2 92.4 84.8 87.7
Systematic instruction
Not ke my belied 43 3.0 121 7.3 12.22 4 .02
Neutral 213 14.9 29.7 229
Very much ke my beliel 74.5 82.1 58.2 69.8
Vocational development
Not ke my bellef 23 4 10.4 88 11.7 10.57 4 .03
Neutrat 277 20.9 23.1 23 .4
Very much ke my baliet 48.9 68.7 709 64.9
Determined by mission and resource constrains 59
Not kke my beliet 638 60.6 54.9 58.8 1.95 4 0.74
Neutrai 255 25.8 264 26.0
Very much ke my bellef 10.8 13.8 18.7 15.2
Patsonal endchment
Not ike my belief 340 26.9 7.4 33.2 2.09 4 0.73
Neutral 29.6 1.3 286 29.8
Very much ¥e my bekel 38.2 41.8 34.1 7.1
Leam great ideas of humanity
Not fke my balief 25.5 20.9 18.7 21.0 1.18 4 0.89
Neutral 39 4.9 385 35.6
Very much ke my beiiet 42.6 44.8 429 43.4
Clanty vaiues and achieve commitrent
Not ke my beliet 10.6 3.0 8.9 7.4 10.12 4 .04
Neutral 23 4 18.4 333 255
Very much ke my bellef 66.0 80.6 57.8 87.2
Q 10A2 7/16/90
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Table £ HNGE)
Prefeired Educational Bekisf (by Academic Fiekd)

Response percenage (First choice)

Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math Fine Ans Lang Total
Preferred Beliet (ne378) (Mm182) (M=224) (Nu122) (Nw1B7) (Me193) (Mm288) (Nu185) (Nw160) (N=1897*) X gt p
Social change 8.5 12.8 18.1 1.1 24.0 15.5 4.9 8.1 213 13.8 410.20 .56 .00
Ettective thinking 88.2 48.4 81.8 48 .4 48.5 88.9 74.0 50.3 35.8 58.6
Systematic instruction 8.1 1.8 1.3 0.8 54 4.7 9.0 8.1 213 6.5
Vocational development 2.9 0.0 1.8 1.8 0.8 0.5 4.9 2.7 25 2.2
Determined by mission
and resource constrains 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.5
Personal enrichment 3.2 3.3 1.8 0.8 108 0.0 0.0 8.5 3.8 J.1
Leam great ideas of
humanity 2.7 12.8 9.4 6.8 4.8 4.7 4.2 13.0 0.8 6.1
Clarty vakies and
achieve commitment 9.8 21.4 8.0 10.7 4.8 57 J.1 11.4 113 9.2

* N = 1897 due 10 listwise deletion

11A1 7/18/90
Tabie E.9(P)
Preferred Educational Bake! (by Academic Fieid)
Response percentage (First choice)
Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Preferved Balet (N=d3) (N=59) (n=83) (Nw185") X2 af p
Soclal change 25.8 5.1 19.3 16.2 22.17 12 .04
Effactive thinking 419 §5